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School-wide Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (SWPBIS) create an 
environment within the school that prevents problem behaviors via promotion of 
prosocial and learning behaviors. The framework of SWPBIS has built within it a system 
for evaluation, in which the school is evaluated as a unit. External SWPBIS coaches 
guide schools to engage in ongoing progress monitoring and action planning to direct 
PBIS efforts and facilitate accurate implementation of the key SWPBIS features. The 
reliability and concurrent validity of the current SWPBIS evaluations need to be 
established. Additionally, the ability of large urban school systems to implement 
SWPBIS with fidelity needs to continue to be examined. Finally, the effectiveness of 
providing evidence-based recommendations in a systematic format via external coaching 
to improve schools’ fidelity of implementation of the key features of SWPBIS will be 
evaluated as a means for coaching a large number of schools within a system. Eighteen 
schools in a large urban system comprised the study sample.  
The current study found that the evaluations have mixed reliability results but 
lacked concurrent validity. Evaluation results reveal that a large urban school system can 
implement SWPBIS with fidelity. Additionally, an external coaching procedure improved 
the results of one of the evaluations. Revisions to the evaluation tools should be 
considered to improve their reliability and validity. Urban school systems should support 
sustainment of SWPBIS efforts to promote appropriate behaviors. External coaches 
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should approach working with school systems in a systematic method to improve the 
schools’ effective implementation of SWPBIS.  
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Overview of School-wide Positive Behavior Supports and Interventions 
School-wide Positive Behavior Supports and Interventions (SWPBIS) consist of a 
continuum of practices that create an environment within the school that prevents 
problem behaviors via promotion of prosocial and learning behaviors (Turnbull et al., 
2002). SWPBIS incorporates preventative and intervening practices aimed at creating a 
school environment that encourages academic, behavioral, and social success (Sugai, 
Horner, & Lewis, 2009). By promoting practices that prevent behavior problems, 
SWPBIS creates an environment that is conducive to learning; thereby, decreasing the 
amount of time teachers are spending in response to inappropriate behaviors (Kellam, 
Mayer, Rebok, & Hawkins, 1998; Putnam, Horner, & Algozzine, 2006). SWPBIS 
establishes an effective school disciplinary system which focuses on prevention of 
problem behaviors, efficient identification and response for students with at-risk 
behaviors, interventions for individuals engaging in chronic behaviors, and data 
collection to guide decision making and evaluation (Horner, Sugai, & Horner, 2000).  
SWPBIS employs behavioral technologies that are preventive, evidence-based, 
and applicable at the systems-level (Sugai & Horner, 2006). The framework for SWPBIS 
utilizes a three-tier model of service delivery to prevent and respond efficiently and 
effectively to problem behaviors (Sugai et al., 2010; Turnbull et al., 2002; Walker, 
Ramsey, & Gresham, 2003-04).  The three-tier format emphasizes prevention of problem 
behaviors (e.g., Tier I, primary prevention, universal supports) and intervention for 
intense and severe behaviors (e.g., Tier II or secondary intervention and Tier III or 
tertiary interventions) (Office of Special Education Programs [OSEP] Technical 
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Assistance Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions & Supports [PBIS], 2011; Safran 
& Oswald, 2003; Walker et al., 1996). SWPBIS promotes academic and behavioral 
success by employing common behavioral practices such as defined behavioral 
expectations, systematic supervision, explicit teaching of expectations, frequent 
reinforcement for rule following, continuum of consequences for rule breaking, data-
based decision making, and a range of interventions for students experiencing behavioral 
failure (Sugai & Lewis, 1999; Sugai et al., 2009). 
SWPBIS have advanced from a growing movement in education to a standard 
practice in many schools throughout the United States (Horner, 2009).  Schools that have 
implemented the practices and systems of SWPBIS have reported significant decreases in 
office discipline referrals (ODRs) and improvement in academic success (Horner, Sugai, 
Todd, & Lewis-Palmer, 2005; Sugai & Horner, 2006; Taylor-Green et al., 1997). 
Additionally, there is evidence that implementation of SWPBIS improves the academic 
and social success of students by creating an environment that prevents problem 
behaviors while utilizing evidence-based practices to teach and engage students (Putnam 
et al., 2006).  
Tier I. Tier I of the SWPBIS framework targets the entire school population 
through universal supports to prevent problem behaviors, and teach and reinforce 
students to behave appropriately (Turnbull et al., 2002). The Tier I supports promoted by 
SWPBIS provide consistent teaching and recognition of appropriate behaviors to all 
students to minimize the number of discipline infractions. Tier I supports are available to 
all students, even those receiving more intensive interventions. 
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Lewis and Sugai (1999) detailed the key features present in Tier I supports which 
include: a) defined behavioral expectations (3-5), b) explicit instruction of behavioral 
expectations, c) recognition of the exhibition of behavioral expectations, d) responding to 
behavior problems with a continuum of consequences, e) ongoing evaluation of universal 
support systems, f) participation of administrative leaders, and g) support from district-
level administration. The seven key features are present in schools fully implementing 
SWPBIS. An integrated approach that defines, teaches, and reinforces expected behaviors 
for the entire school, non-classroom and classroom settings, and at the individual level 
will assist schools to effectively manage behavior and provide individualized services to 
those students with the greatest need (i.e., 1-7% of student population with six or greater 
ODRs in an academic year) (Sugai & Horner, 1999).  The OSEP PBIS Technical 
Assistance Center presents a continuum of the school-wide instructional and positive 
behavior support in the graphic format of a triangle. Within the triangle, 80% of students 
in a school are expected to respond positively to the Tier I supports (i.e., 80% receive 0-1 
ODRs), 15% of student population will require a targeted intervention due to an increased 
rate of ODRs (2 to 5 ODRs), and 5% of the population will require individualized 
intervention to address frequent discipline infractions (6 or more ODRs) (Sugai et al., 
2010). The discipline patterns of over 1,510 schools implementing SWPBIS were 
examined by Spraulding et al. (2010). Researchers indicated that schools implementing 
SWPBIS with fidelity reported that approximately 80% of the student population 
received 0 to 1 ODRs during the academic year, thus confirming the proposed benefits of 
SWPBIS of reducing the rate of discipline infractions at a school. 
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Tier II. The second tier of the SWPBIS framework emphasizes efficient 
identification and interventions to improve the behavior of students considered to be at-
risk of social or behavioral failure (i.e., students who continue to engage in inappropriate 
behaviors despite Tier I supports aimed at preventing discipline problems; Horner et al., 
2000; Horner, Sugai, & Anderson, 2010). Students engaging in similar behaviors receive 
targeted interventions that provide increased teaching and reinforcement of school-wide 
expectations and appropriate social behaviors (Turnbull et al., 2002). Students 
participating in Tier II interventions receive frequent feedback regarding behavior and 
progress is monitored to determine the success of the intervention.  
Recent Tier II efforts have focused on the provision of interventions for targeted 
groups of students identified as at-risk for chronic behavior problems (Hawken & Horner, 
2003; March & Horner, 2002; Simonsen, Myers, & Briere, 2010).  Tier II supports utilize 
efficient interventions demonstrated to be effective in reducing non-violent behavior 
problems (Hawken, Adolphson, Macleod, & Schumann, 2009; Todd, Horner, Sugai, & 
Colvin, 1999), which can be implemented by school personnel with minimal training 
(Filter et al., 2007; Hawken et al., 2009; Hawken & Horner, 2003; Hawken, MacLeod, & 
Rawlings, 2007; March & Horner, 2002). Frequently utilized Tier II interventions 
include, but are not limited to, check in check out or behavior education program (Crone, 
Hawken, & Horner, 2010; Crone, Horner, & Hawken, 2004; Fairbanks, Sugai, Guardino, 
& Lathrop., 2007; Filter et al., 2007; Hawken, 2006; Hawken & Horner, 2003; Hawken et 
al., 2007; McCurdy, Kunsch, & Reibstein, 2007; Todd, Campbell, Meyer, & Horner, 
2008), check, connect and expect (Cheney et al., 2009), first steps to success (Beard-
Jordan & Sugai, 2004; Carter & Horner, 2007; Golly, Stiller, & Walker, 1998; 
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Rodriguez, Loman, & Horner, 2009; Sprague & Perkins, 2009; Walker et al., 2009), think 
time (Nelson & Carr, 2000), social skills groups, and daily behavior report cards 
(Burkwist, Mabee, & McLaughlin, 1987; Chafouleas, Christ, Riley-Tillman, Briesch, 
Chanese, 2007; Chafouleas, McDougal, Riley-Tillman, Panahon, & Hilt, 2005; 
Chafouleas, Riley-Tillman, & McDougal, 2002; Chafouleas, Riley-Tillman, & Sassu, 
2006;  Chafouleas, Riley-Tillman, Sassu, LaFrance, & Patwa, 2007; Fairchild, 1983, 
1987; Schumaker, Hovell, & Sherman, 1977). The intent of each intervention is to 
provide additional teaching and reinforcement of the school-wide expected behaviors to 
students who continue to engage in discipline infractions despite exposure the Tier I 
supports provided to the entire school population (Hawken et al., 2007; Hawken et al., 
2009).   
Tier III. Tier III has been a long-established practice in education (Turnbull, 
Rainbolt, & Buchele-Ash, 1997; Wilcox, Turnbull, & Turnbull, 1999-2000) in which 
functional behavior assessments (FBAs) along with function-based interventions and/or 
wrap-around services are provided at the individual level for students exhibiting chronic 
behavior problems (e.g., highly disruptive, serious, and/or frequent major misbehaviors 
(Horner et al., 2000; March & Horner, 2002).  Research of FBAs has consistently 
demonstrated that its outcomes lead to an increase in appropriate behaviors and reduction 
in undesirable behaviors (Brooks, Todd, Tofflemoyer, & Horner, 2003; Burke, Hagan-
Burke, & Sugai, 2003; Crone, Hawken, & Bergstrom, 2007; Erving, DuPaul, Kern, & 
Friman, 1998; Fairbanks et al., 2007; Ingram, Lewis-Palmer, & Sugai, 2005; Kern, Hilt, 
& Gresham, 2004; Lucyshyn et al., 2007; Newcomer & Lewis, 2004; Preciado, Horner, 
& Baker, 2009; Smith & Sugai, 2000). 
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Tier III supports involve intensive, individualized interventions for students 
identified as engaging in chronic and/or serious behaviors (Horner et al., 2010). Students 
identified as meeting the criteria for a Tier III intervention are provided a function-based 
intervention derived from the FBA examining the pattern and hypothesized purpose 
served by problem behaviors (Turnbull et al., 2002).  The individualized intervention 
focuses on preventing additional misbehaviors, teaching and reinforcing alternative 
behaviors, and eliminating reinforcement for the problematic behavior(s). Similar to Tier 
II interventions, the student receives frequent feedback regarding behavior, ongoing 
progress monitoring occurs, decisions regarding effectiveness are based on data, and 
fidelity of intervention implementation is determined.  
Evidence-based Practice. As reported by Horner et al. (2010), SWPBIS is being 
implemented in over 13,000 schools in the United States. The array of supports and 
systems associated with SWPBIS meet the criteria to be considered an evidence-based 
practice (Horner et al., 2010). Specifically, SWPBIS has clearly defined the effectiveness 
of practices utilized, settings implemented, populations targeted, qualifications of 
implementers required, outcomes expected, and the theories and frameworks from which 
it is derived.  An analysis of the body of SWPBIS research by Horner et al. (2010) 
confirmed that it is an evidence-based practice providing a range of interventions 
responsive to students’ needs, encourages data-based decision making, exposes all 
students to preventive practices, co-exists with schools’ academic goals, and can be 
implemented by staff with high fidelity.  
Tier I of SWPBIS incorporates systems and practices that guide functioning of the 
SWPBIS team, implementation at the school-wide level, analysis of data and decision-
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making, and staff training (Horner et al., 2010). Review of SWPBIS research reveal that 
universal supports can be implemented by school staff with fidelity (Bradshaw, Mitchell, 
& Leaf, 2010). Furthermore, schools implementing SWPBIS report a reduction in the 
rates of ODRs and out-of-school suspensions (Nelson, 1996; Nelson, Dupong Hurley, 
Synhorst, & Epstein, 2008; Nelson, Martella, & Garland, 1998; Nelson, Martella, & 
Marchand-Martella, 2002; Safran & Oswald, 2003). Although a functional relation 
between implementation of SWPBIS and improvement in academic outcomes at schools 
has yet to be established, the assumption in the field is that the framework of SWPBIS 
creates a predictable and safe environment that is conducive to academic success 
(Bradshaw et al., 2009; Horner et al., 2009; Horner et al., 2010; Luiselli, Putnam, 
Handler, & Fienberg, 2005; McIntosh, Chard, Boland, & Horner, 2006; McIntosh, 
Horner, Chard, Boland, & Good, 2006; Metzler, Biglan, Rusby, & Sprague, 2001; 
Muscot et al., 2008). 
SWPBIS Leadership Team. Implementation, success, and sustainment of 
SWPBIS depend on a team-based approach. The SWPBIS leadership team selects and 
implements the systems of support at the school-wide level. (Sugai & Horner, 2006). The 
leadership team represents school staff and stakeholders including special and general 
educators, administrators, family and community members, students, and mental health 
providers. The team members work together to facilitate systems change and the 
implementation of SWPBIS practices (Sugai et al., 2010). The leadership team is 
responsible for training and coaching staff regarding SWPBIS practices, evaluating 
outcomes of practices, engaging in data-based decision making, and communicating 
progress to stakeholders. The leadership team develops an action plan to guide their 
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efforts and address needs that become apparent during assessment activities. The team 
meets on a regular schedule (e.g., monthly) and has the capacity for making decisions and 
implementing procedures school-wide (Sugai & Horner, 2002). 
SWPBIS Evaluations 
Outcome data inform decisions regarding effectiveness of systems of support, 
achievement of short- and long-term goals, selection of practices and interventions, and 
systems needed to create enduring change (Sugai & Horner, 2006). The framework of 
SWPBIS has built within it a system for evaluation of the context, input, fidelity, and 
impact of its supports (Algozzine et al., 2010). Implementation of SWPBIS is driven by 
measurable outcomes, evidence-based and contextually relevant practices, data-based 
decision making, and systems to support implementation and sustainment (Sugai & 
Horner, 2006).  
When analyzing SWPBIS, the school is evaluated as a unit, considering the 
actions of all the staff as contributing to the school as a whole (Sugai & Horner, 2006; 
Sugai et al., 2009). The sustainability of SWPBIS is dependent on establishing ongoing 
procedures to evaluate and make data-based decisions regarding the need for and 
effectiveness of positive behavior support interventions (Lewis-Palmer, Sugai, & Larson, 
1999). Continued data collection is necessary for schools to implement new practices, 
evaluate and modify current systems, and terminate programs that are redundant or 
ineffective. Data collection and analysis will enable schools to successfully implement 
and sustain programs in an efficient and effective manner. Furthermore, data-based 
decisions will assist schools in identifying procedures that need to be modified and, 
specifically, which features need adjustment. The collection and analysis of SWPBIS 
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outcome data allow school staff to modify its supports to produce an enduring program 
promoting appropriate student behavior (Luiselli, Putnam, & Sunderland, 2002).  
It is assumed that the cyclical evaluations will allow SWPBIS to be successfully 
implemented and modified in a consistent manner leading to a sustained effort. Ongoing 
evaluation of SWPBIS not only assists schools with determining the impact of its 
practices but also communicates to relevant stakeholders (e.g., district-level 
administration, state-level personnel, and parents) the impact the preventative measures 
are having at the school. Critical elements to be considered when designing a data 
collection system include frequency, persons responsible, and purpose for the data 
(Horner et al., 2001). In order for data to be used by schools the recording and 
summarizing of the data needs to be simple and occur cyclically. Ongoing progress 
monitoring of ODRs, fidelity, and effectiveness are built into the SWPBIS framework; 
therefore, the SWPBIS program remains a fluid process that is adaptable to the needs of 
the school and its population. 
The evaluation of SWPBIS utilizes indicators to guide implementation of the key 
features and determine the extent of implementation and the impact on the school as a 
whole. The Evaluation Blueprint for School-wide Positive Behavior Support developed 
by the OSEP Technical Assistance Center on PBIS has defined effective evaluation as 
one that consists of four key features: a) a plan for anticipated outcomes, b) 
documentation of what is needed to implement the plan, c) measures of the extent to 
which the plan is implemented, and d) a comparison of the actual implementation to the 
ideal model. The results of SWPBIS evaluations are utilized for the creation and 
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execution of an action plan to address any features needing to be implemented or 
improved (Algozzine et al., 2010).  
Effective Behavior Supports Self-Assessment Survey v.2.0 (EBSSAS). The 
EBSSAS (Sugai, Horner, & Todd, 2003) was developed to assist SWPBIS teams with 
evaluating their efforts when initiating SWPBIS and as an ongoing annual evaluation of 
PBIS systems (Safran, 2006). As an initial evaluation tool, the EBSSAS assesses the 
school’s implementation of PBIS and assists the PBIS team with developing an action 
plan to address its needs and improve implementation of PBIS systems and practices.  
The EBSSAS provides annual progress monitoring of execution of the SWPBIS plan, 
supports decision making regarding effectiveness of PBIS efforts, and guides future 
action planning (Hagan-Burke et al., 2005; Safran, 2006). The EBSSAS consists of four 
sections to assess behavior support systems at the (a) school-wide level, (b) non-
classroom settings, (c) classroom settings, and (d) individual level (Sugai et al., 2003). 
Each section is comprised of a number of items assessing supports associated with that 
specific system. The responders evaluate each item regarding the level to which it is in 
present (“In Place,” “Partially in Place,” or “Not in Place”) and the priority for 
improvement (“High,” “Medium,” or “Low”). The current status and priority for 
improvement are summarized for each system and displayed in a graphical format to be 
utilized for PBIS team action planning.  
 With regard to the reliability of the measure of current status of PBIS features and 
priority for improvement, two studies have been published. The reliability of the school-
wide subscale was evaluated by Hagan-Burke et al. (2005). The researchers examined the 
EBSSAS results of 37 schools and determined that the reliability of the current status 
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portion of the school-wide subscale was high (α = .88) and all subscale items contributed 
to the reliability of the scale. Similarly, the reliability of the measure for priority for 
improvement on the school-wide scale was also high (α = .94). Safran (2006) utilized the 
EBSSAS results of two elementary schools and one middle school to examine the 
internal consistency of all four subscales of the EBSSAS. Analyses determined the total 
scale consistency for the current status and improvement priority to be (α = .85) and (α = 
.94), respectively. The school-wide subscale had an alpha coefficient of .75 for the 
current status measure and .85 for the improvement priority measure.  
Both reported studies were conducted on the original version of the EBSSAS, 
which had only 15 items in the school-wide subscale. Furthermore, validity data has not 
been examined on the EBSSAS to determine whether it truly measures implementation of 
key SWPBIS practices. Analyses of the reliability and validity of the current version are 
imperative given that the EBSSAS is an integral component of the evaluation process.   
School-Wide Evaluation Tool v.2.1 (SET). The SET (Sugai, Lewis-Palmer, 
Todd, & Horner, 2001) serves as a research tool to evaluate the implementation of the 
seven key features associated with Tier I supports (Horner et al., 2004; Vincent, 
Spaulding, & Tobin, 2010).  Consisting of 28 evaluation items grouped together into 
seven subscales, the SET evaluates the features of universal supports in place at a school, 
assesses fidelity of implementation, identifies areas of need, and measures improvement 
in PBIS efforts (Horner et al., 2004; Vincent et al., 2010). The seven subscales of the 
SET include: a) expectations defined, b) expectations taught, c) reward system, d) 
violation system, e) monitoring and evaluation, f) management, and g) district support 
(Sugai et al., 2001).  The SET is completed annually by an outside evaluator and consists 
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of a series of structured interviews of a minimum of 10 staff members and 15 students, 
permanent products review, and observation to determine to what level the universal 
supports are being implemented in a specific school. The items of each subscale are 
scored on a scale of 0-2 (0 = not in place, 1 = partially in place, 2 =f ully in place) and a 
summary score for each subscale is created by dividing the sum of points assigned to 
each item in the subscale divided by total possible points. The overall score is calculated 
by averaging the subscale scores together (Horner et al., 2004).  A school is considered to 
be implementing Tier I with fidelity if they earned a score of 80% or greater on both the 
SET overall score and the Teaching Expectations subscale. This fidelity criterion is 
frequently referred to as meeting 80/80 on the SET (Todd et al., 2005).  
 Analysis of the psychometric properties of the SET reveal adequate internal 
consistency (α = .96), test-retest reliability (α = .97), and construct validity (r = 0.75, p < 
.01) when compared to the EBSSAS (Horner et al., 2004), verifying its utility as a tool to 
measure changes in levels of implementation of school-wide practices. Given the ease of 
administration and interpretation, the SET is a popular evaluation tool utilized by schools 
implementing SWPBIS and by technical assistance providers to target training and 
improvement efforts (Vincent et al., 2010).   
The accuracy and utility of the SET was reexamined by Vincent et al. (2010), 
which reaffirmed the SET as a reliable and valuable tool to measure implementation of 
Tier I supports. Involving a larger sample representing elementary, middle, and high 
school levels, the researchers identified the strengths and weaknesses of the tool and 
suggested improvements to future revisions of the tool items and administration 
procedures. Specifically, the results revealed that the majority of the schools in the 
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sample were implementing SWPBIS with fidelity - meeting the 80/80 criteria. The 
abundance of schools identified as “full implementers” (i.e., implementing with fidelity) 
may indicate a flaw in the tool given that it may be relatively easy to achieve the 
maximum score on a scale without differentiating among schools that are full or partial 
implementers of SWPBIS. All school levels scored comparably on the majority of SET 
subscales; however, high schools did not perform as high on the teaching expectations 
and rewarding behavior subscales. The differences in high schools scores may indicate a 
potential problem with the construct being measured or reflecting a difference in the high 
school environment and values as compared to elementary and middle schools.  
Additionally, there appear to be issues related to the SET evaluation process that 
may result in an over or underestimation of the implementation of specific SWPBIS 
features. First, the SET manual requires the random interviewing of a minimum of 10 
staff members and 15 students with a scripted list of questions; however, this does not 
take into account the school population size. Depending on the school size, the 
recommended number of people to interview may be appropriate but it may also result in 
an under- or over-sampling of the population. Vincent et al. (2010) suggested that a 
revision to the SET would include a recommendation to interview a specific percentage 
of the staff and student populations rather than a set number of people, thereby, including 
a representative sampling that may more accurately reflect current implementation of 
SWPBIS. Additionally, younger student respondents may not comprehend the question 
regarding earning a reward within a specified time period for displaying expected 
behaviors. A further issue related to the administration of the SET involves the review of 
permanent products (e.g., Discipline plan, PBIS manual, ODR form). Schools may 
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provide written evidence of their SWPBIS procedures and receive credit on the specific 
item assessing it but they may not actually be utilized in practice; therefore, schools may 
appear to have systems and practices in place that are not being used in reality. 
To date, PBIS teams’ priority for conducting ongoing evaluation and 
comprehension of results has not been studied. Further research should examine how 
PBIS teams utilize evaluation results to introduce or modify their Tier I supports. 
Additionally, examining the means by which the interpretation and utilization of 
evaluation results can be systematized to increase efficiency in monitoring and 
implementing evidence-based practices will be beneficial as SWPBIS becomes a standard 
practice throughout the nation. 
Action Planning  
 Subsequent to completion of SWPBIS evaluations, the indicators determined to 
be “partially in place” or “not in place” should be incorporated into a plan with specific 
actions and a timeline to guide the team to effectively and efficiently employ or enhance 
SWPBIS efforts (Algozzine et al., 2010). Action planning is a process in which the 
SWPBIS team develops measurable outcomes that assist making data-based decisions, 
prioritizes improvement and sustainability efforts, and determines the success of 
implementation of SWPBIS practices and systems (Sugai et al., 2010). The action plan 
should emphasize the use of evidence-based practices to implement or enhance 
preventative, school-wide supports (Sugai & Horner, 2002). 
 The School-wide Positive Behavior Support: Implementers’ Blueprint and Self-
Assessment (Sugai et al., 2010) developed by the OSEP Technical Assistance Center on 
PBIS has identified questions to facilitate action planning:  
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      1) What need (problem, issue, concern, etc.) are we trying to address? 
2) What evidence do we have to confirm, understand, characterize, etc. the need? 
3) What factors seem to be contributing to the need? 
4) How high of a priority is addressing this need?  
5) What would the solution (data, strategy, policy, etc.) look like to address the  
     need? 
6) What existing activities also are addressing this need? 
7) What would we see if we have been successful in addressing this need in 3  
     months, 1 year, 2 years, etc.? 
8) What would a 1-3 year action plan look like to address this need? 
9) What factors ($, roadblocks, agreements, capacity, leadership, etc.) need to be  
     considered to support and maximize the successful implementation of this  
     action plan? 
Urban Schools 
 Urban school settings have a host of unique circumstances and obstacles that 
make the learning environment more challenging for educators to effectively teach and 
manage behavior (Warren et al., 2003). Challenges experienced in urban school settings 
include: higher rates of poverty, diverse languages and cultures, larger populations with 
fewer resources, and communities with increased rates of violence. Additionally, 
discipline data from urban schools reflect a higher rate and intensity of problem 
behaviors displayed by the student population (Warren et al., 2003). Schools must 
balance the implementation of evidence-based practices and school reforms for larger 
populations with fewer resources (Netzel & Eber, 2003). Furthermore, there are a larger 
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percentage of students requiring tier II and III interventions to address academic and 
behavioral deficits (Turnbull et al., 2002; Warren et al., 2003).  
Several research studies have been published investigating the benefits associated 
with implementing SWPBIS in urban school settings. Luselli et al. (2005) described the 
successful implementation of the key features of SWPBIS at an urban elementary school. 
The implementation of SWPBIS practices over several years was attributed to the 
reduction in disciplinary problems, as evidenced by the decrease in ODRs and 
suspensions, and an improvement in reading and math performance, as measured by 
standardized testing. Rey, Their, Handler, and Putnam (2007) evaluated the impact of 
teaching school-wide expectations on discipline and fidelity of implementation of 
SWPBIS. Examining the SET results and disciplinary rates at eight middle schools and 
two elementary schools, the researchers identified indicators of increased fidelity and 
decreased rates in disciplinary actions, specifically out-of-school suspensions. Schools 
demonstrating higher levels of implementation fidelity were those that scored high 
ratings on the teaching expectations and school leadership scales measured by the SET. 
Furthermore, schools with a higher proportion of surveyed students correctly identifying 
the school-wide expectations had lower rates of out-of-school suspensions. In 2006, 
Bohanon et al. reported the reduction of ODRs and percentage of students with 2 or 
greater ODRs in a large inner-city high school after the first year of SWPBIS 
implementation. Lassen, Steele, and Sailorgeo (2006) measured the link between 
SWPBIS and academic achievement at an inner-city middle school. A one-way analysis 
of variance (ANOVA) results revealed a significant decrease in the average number of 
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ODRs per student and average number of long-term suspensions. Additionally, math and 
reading standardized scores improved significantly by Year 3 of implementation. 
The impact of the schoolwide applications model (SAM), a schoolwide reform 
process encompassing several initiatives including SWPBIS was evaluated by Sailor, 
Zuna, Choi, Thomas, and McCart (2006) within an urban school district. The researchers 
determined that there was a significant increase in scores on standardized assessments. 
There was also a significant correlation between the SWPBIS feature of SAM and 
performance on standardized assessments.  
Warren et al. (2006) described a case study of an urban middle school 
implementing SWPBIS. A reduction in ODRs (20%), time-outs (23%), and in-school 
suspensions (5%) by the second year of implementation (Warren et al., 2006) was 
observed. Unfortunately, the implementation of SWPBIS was not sustained fully during 
the third year due to implementation of a school uniform requirement which resulted in 
punitive consequences for being out of dress code and use of a “zero-tolerance” policy 
for significant incidences. These competing initiatives reduced the amount of time the 
school was able to direct toward teaching and reinforcing expected behaviors and, 
conversely, increased staff’s focus on punishment. 
 Several barriers were identified related to the application of SWPBIS in urban 
high schools by Bohanon et al. (2006) including: a) implementing a system for school-
wide reinforcement, b) teaching school-wide expectations, c) coordinating the SWPBIS 
systems, d) utilizing a consistent continuum of responses for discipline infractions, and e) 
adapting ODRs to collect relevant data. A survey titled the “Barriers to Implementation 
and Sustainability of School-wide PBS in Urban School Systems” was administered at 
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the Fourth Annual Meeting of the Association for Positive Behavior Supports (as cited in 
Putnam, McCart, Griggs, & Choi, 2009). The responders ranked the three greatest 
challenges to urban application of SWPBIS as being: a) high teacher turnover and 
number of inexperienced teachers; b) complex district bureaucracy, leadership and 
administrative turnover, and a difference in school and district-level priorities; and (c) 
history of failed or competing district initiatives. Given the large number of SWPBIS 
research studies, minimal attention has been directed specifically toward the impact of 
SWPBIS implementation in urban school settings facing numerous challenges (Warren et 
al., 2003) or how to work effectively with the faculty and district-level administration to 
successfully utilize SWPBIS to create predictable environments in which the students can 
learn and behave.  
SWPBIS Coaching 
Coaches guide schools to engage in ongoing progress monitoring and action 
planning to direct SWPBIS efforts. Coaching can facilitate accurate implementation of 
the key SWPBIS features (Lewis & Sugai, 1999). The primary responsibility of SWPBIS 
coaches is to ensure accurate implementation of SWPBIS practices following training 
(George, Kincaid, & Pollard-Sage, 2009). The responsibilities of the SWPBIS coach 
include: a) serving as primary contact person between school and district, b) 
understanding Tier I systems and practices, c) facilitating the SWPBIS team, d) 
participating actively in team meetings and trainings, and e) engaging in additional 
professional development trainings (George et al., 2009). 
Coaching can be provided in person or remotely (Scott & Martinek, 2006) via 
phone, email, video conferencing, etc.. Internal or on-site coaches are school-based 
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personnel who are responsible for facilitating the implementation of SWPBIS. External 
coaches are district personnel or technical assistance providers from grant-funded 
projects. External coaches provide schools with reminders to engage in data analysis and 
guidance regarding improvement; however, direct contact may be required for more 
intensive supports (Lewis, Barrett, Sugai, & Horner, 2010; Scott & Martinek, 2006). 
Additional research should investigate how coaching can assist urban school districts 
with implementing SWPBIS at multiple schools given their particular challenges and 
needs including significantly higher rates of problem behaviors and decreased funding 
supports. 
Purpose of Study 
 The reliability and concurrent validity of the current versions of the SET v.2.1 and 
EBSSAS v.2 need to be established given the standard of using the two evaluation tools 
to monitor and modify SWPBIS programs. Additionally, the ability of large urban school 
systems to implement SWPBIS with fidelity needs to continue to be examined. Finally, 
the effectiveness of providing evidence-based recommendations in a systematic format 
via external coaching to improve schools’ fidelity of implementation of the key features 
of SWPBIS will be evaluated as a means for coaching a large number of schools within a 
system.  
Research Questions 
The current study sought to create subscales within the EBSSAS v.2 schoolwide 
measure that evaluate the implementation of key features of SWPBIS similar to the 
subscales of the SET v.2.1. Secondly, the study will identify whether a large urban school 
system can successfully implement SWPBIS with integrity. Furthermore, the impact of 
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providing evidence-based recommendations using a reporting template on fidelity of 
SWPBIS implementation will be evaluated. 
1. Determine whether the subscales on the SET v.2.1 and the school-wide 
portion of the EBSSAS v.2 measure the same features of SWPBIS by 
establishing reliability and concurrent validity.  
2. Determine whether urban schools can implement SWPBIS with fidelity as 
measured by the SET v.2.1 and EBSSAS v.2 evaluations when compared to 
their criteria of earning a mean score of 80% on both the Teaching 
Expectations subscale and Total Scale score (80/80). 
3. Determine whether external coaching using specific, evidence-based 
recommendations improved implementation of SWPBIS systems and 
practices as measured by pre and post SWPBIS evaluations. 
Hypotheses 
1.   The items of the school-wide portion of the EBSSAS v.2 can be arranged into 
subscales to measure the key features of SWPBIS similar to those of the SET 
v.2.1 and have adequate reliability and concurrent validity. 
2.      Urban schools can implement SWPBIS with fidelity as measured by meeting  
      the established criteria of 80/80 on the SET v.2.1 and EBSSAS v.2 Teaching    
      Expectations subscale and Overall Scale mean score. 
3.      SWPBIS implementation fidelity on the spring evaluations after receiving the  






Participants and Setting 
 Data for this study were collected during the 2008-09 academic year from a large 
urban school system in the mid-south. The school system was comprised of 199 schools 
with a student population of 104,829 students. Within the student population, 86% are 
classified as African American, 7% White, 6% Hispanic, and 1% Asian. The majority of 
the student population, specifically 86%, is identified as being economically 
disadvantaged (Tennessee Department of Education, 2009). At the time of the study, the 
school system was in its third year of implementing SWPBIS at the district level. The 
sample of schools included in the study consisted of 57 schools identified by the school 
system as actively participating in training activities and implementing elements of 
SWPBIS. The school system referred to this sample of schools as the “Tier I Cohort.” Of 
the 57 Tier I Cohort schools, 34 schools completed the fall and spring EBSSAS v.2, 27 
schools completed the fall and spring SET v.2.1, and 18 schools completed both the fall 
and spring SWPBIS assessments (i.e., SET v.2.1 and EBSSAS v.2).  The 18 schools (12 
elementary, 2 middle, 4 high/alternative) that completed both assessments in the fall and 
spring comprise the sample analyzed in this study given their full participation in the 
evaluation process. Demographic information presented in Table 1. 
Variables 
 The variables of the study include the level of implementation of SWPBIS key 










% of White 
Students 






1  PK-6 503 33.1 66.9 >95 
2  PK-6 320 0.6 99.4 >95 
3  9-12 1120 3.5 96.5 83.6 
4  6-8 841 3.9 96.1 86.3 
5  PK-5 1017 1.1 98.9 >95 
6  PK-6 447 0.0 100 93.4 
7  PK-6 640 6.5 93.5 69.8 
8  9-12 992 1.1 98.9 94 
9  9-12 NA NA NA NA 
10  PK-5 531 5.2 94.8 87.7 
11  9-12 921 19.8 80.2 85.6 
12  PK-5 247 0.0 100 >95 
13  PK-6 421 0.0 100 94.1 
14  PK-6 632 0.3 99.7 94.7 
15  PK-6 407 6.1 93.9 85.5 
16  PK-5 387 0.0 100 >95 
17  7-12 498 2.2 97.8 >95 





The Tier I Cohort schools participated in the SWPBIS evaluations conducted in 
the fall and spring semesters of the 2008-09 academic year. The EBSSAS v.2 was 
completed via SurveyMonkey®. The survey was available for completion during a 2-
week time interval. The internal coaches of each school were provided with instructions 
and examples to explain the responding procedures for the EBSSAS v.2. The responses 
for each school were collected from SurveyMonkey® by the external coaches and 
condensed into an Excel spreadsheet to determine the level of implementation and 
priority for improvement for schoolwide, nonclassroom, classroom, and individual 
systems as perceived by the school staff. The school-wide portion of the EBSSAS v.2 is 
available in Appendix A. 
The SET v.2.1 was conducted by external coaches from a technical assistance 
grant agency funded by the state department of education, special education division. The 
external coaches followed the manual’s procedures to administer and score the SET 
v.2.1: (a) interviewing an administrator at the school, (b) observing the presence of 
posted school-wide expectations and emergency procedures throughout the building, (c) 
conducting random interviews of 10-15 staff and 15 students regarding SWPBIS 
elements, and (d) reviewing permanent products to determine the level of implementation 
of SWPBIS practices. The SET v.2.1 manual does not specify how to randomly select the 
10-15 staff and 15 students to interview; therefore, the sampling process at each school 




 Upon completion of the evaluations and calculation of scores, the schools’ 
internal coaches were provided instructions for understanding the report (see Appendices 
C and D), summary of the evaluation results and specific recommendations to be utilized 
for action planning by the SWPBIS team to address all SWPBIS elements not fully in 
place at the time of the evaluation. The report provided to each participating school was 
created by utilizing a report template developed by the researcher to systematically and 
efficiently report results and provide evidence-based recommendations that could be 
immediately incorporated into action plans by the SWPBIS team. The scoring and report 
development process for each evaluation took approximately 1 to 1.5 hours per 
participating school. The EBSSAS v.2 and SET v.2.1 report and action plan templates 
can be viewed in Appendices E, F, and G. The list of the evidence base citations for the 
recommendations provided in the report templates are presented in Appendices H and I. 
Data Analysis 
 Two research tools utilized in this study to determine whether schools were 
accurately implementing SWPBIS. The EBSSAS v.2 is a survey completed by all school-
building staff to measure the presence of SWPBIS systems and practices in place at the 
school and identify priority for improvement on any elements not fully in place. The 
EBSSAS v.2 is comprised of four sections (Schoolwide, Nonclassroom, Classroom, and 
Individual Student), for the purpose of this study, only the schoolwide portion of the 
EBSSAS will be utilized. The EBSSAS v.2 provides annual progress monitoring of 
execution of the SWPBIS plan, supports decision making regarding effectiveness of PBIS 
efforts, and guides future action planning (Hagan-Burke et al., 2005; Safran, 2006). The 
SET v.2.1 includes 28 items arranged into 7 scales to evaluate the level of 
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implementation of the key features of SWPBIS. The SET v.2.1, completed annually by 
an external evaluator, includes a series of planned and random interviews, records 
review, and observations. The SWPBIS team is encouraged to create an action plan to 
address all items identified as being partially or not in place. Schools are deemed to be 
implementing SWPBIS with fidelity if they earn a score of 80% or greater on the second 
scale (Expectations Taught) and the Overall Scale. This established criterion of fidelity is 
known as scoring 80/80 on the SET v.2.1 (Todd et al., 2005).  
1. To establish the reliability and concurrent validity, the items of the EBSSAS v.2 
were arranged into subscales to mimic those of the SET v.2.1 measuring the seven 
key features of SWPBIS. The reliability of the SET v.2.1 and EBSSAS v.2 overall 
scale and subscales will be determined by using Cronbach’s alpha. Concurrent 
validity will be established by examining the correlations between the EBSSAS 
v.2 and SET v.2.1. 
2. To determine whether a large urban school system can successfully implement 
SWPBIS, the Spring PBIS evaluation results on the Expectations Taught and 
Overall Score were compared to the identified 80/80 criteria in which the ideal 
outcomes are that the school will earn a score of 80% or greater on the 
Expectations Taught and Total Scale of the SET v.2.1 and the school-wide portion 
of the EBSSAS v.2. 
3. The effectiveness of the report template recommendations on implementation of 
SWPBIS practices will be determined by comparing the scores on spring 
EBSSAS v.2 and SET v.2.1 evaluations to those on the fall evaluations using a 
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paired samples t-test. Effect size for any significant comparisons will be 
determined by calculating Cohen’s d. 
27 
 
Chapter 3  
Results 
 Analyses conducted in this study sought to establish the reliability and concurrent 
validity of two common assessment tools in the field of SWPBIS to verify their utility in 
assessing fidelity of SWPBIS practices. Additionally, the spring evaluation results of 
participating schools were compared to the established criterion of 80/80 on the 
Expectations Taught subscale and Overall Scale to confirm that SWPBIS can be 
implemented with fidelity in a large urban school system. Finally, the impact of 
providing evidence-based recommendations based on evaluation results was evaluated to 
determine whether a systematic approach to external coaching is efficacious.  
Reliability and Concurrent Validity of the SET v.2.1 and EBSSAS v.2 (School-wide 
Portion) 
To establish the reliability and concurrent validity, the items of the EBSSAS v.2 
were arranged into subscales to mimic those of the SET v.2.1 measuring the seven key 
features of SWPBIS. The arrangement of the EBSSAS v.2 subscales is presented in 
Appendix J. The reliability of the SET v.2.1 and EBSSAS v.2 overall scale and subscales 
was determined by calculating Cronbach’s alpha for any subscale containing two or more 
items.  The reliability of the overall scale for the fall and spring administration of the 
EBSSAS v.2 and SET v.2.1 was adequate (i.e., α > .60). On the fall and spring EBSSAS, 
subscales with adequate reliability included:  System for Responding to Behavioral 
Violations, Monitoring & Decision Making, Management, and District-level Support.  On 
the Behavioral Expectations Taught subscale, the spring EBSSAS had adequate 
reliability; however, the fall score on the subscale was low (α = .406).  Reliability was not 
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established for the EBSSAS v.2 Expectations Defined and On-going System for 
Rewarding Behavioral Expectations subscales because each contained only one item. 
 The Behavioral Expectations Taught subscale had adequate reliability on the fall 
and spring SET v.2.1 scores. Additionally, the On-going System for Rewarding 
Behavioral Expectations subscale on the fall SET v.2.1 was determined to be reliable. 
Reliability for the Monitoring and Decision Making subscale on the spring administration 
of the SET v.2.1 could not be determined due to a lack of variability among the scale 
items. The reliability of several of the SET v.2.1 subscales (i.e., System for Responding 
to Behavioral Violations, Monitoring & Decision Making, Management, and District-
level Support ) was inadequate or non-existent. Results of the calculation of Cronbach’s 
















Reliability of EBSSAS v.2 and SET v.2.1 Subscales 
Subscale EBSSAS SET 
Fall Spring Fall Spring 
α α Α α 
Expectations Defined   .441 .314 
Behavioral Expectations Taught .406 .762 .770 .610 
On-going System for Rewarding Behavioral Expectations   .679 .468 
System for Responding to Behavioral Violations .880 .942 .483 -.156 
Monitoring & Decision Making .889 .923 .527  
Management .915 .679 .205 -.198 
District Level Support .766 .748 .000 -.366 
Overall Scale  .929 .947 .734 .731 
 
 
To calculate the concurrent validity, a comparison of the degree of association 
between the mean scores on the overall scale and the Expectations Taught subscale of the 
EBSSAS v.2 and SET v.2.1 was conducted by calculating Pearson’s product-moment 
correlation coefficients (results can be viewed in Table 3).  Comparisons revealed no 
significant correlations; therefore, concurrent validity was not established for the 









Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlations Comparing Mean Scores on the SET v.2.1 & 
EBSSAS v.2 Overall Scale and Expectations Taught Subscale. 
 Measure  r p 
 Fall EBSSAS & SET Overall Scale .404 .098 
 Spring EBSSAS & SET Overall Scale -.151 .550 
 Fall EBSSAS & SET Expectations Taught Subscale .285 .252 
 Spring EBSSAS & SET Expectations Taught Subscale -.188 .455 
*p < .05   
 
 
Fidelity of SWPBIS Implementation in Large Urban School Systems 
To determine whether a large urban school system can successfully implement 
SWPBIS with fidelity, the spring PBIS evaluation results on the Expectations Taught 
subscale and Overall Scale were compared to the identified 80/80 criteria. The ideal 
evaluation outcomes are that the school will earn a score of 80% or greater on the 
Expectations Taught and Total Scale of the SET v.2.1 and the school-wide portion of the 
EBSSAS v.2 (see Table 4). Of the 18 participating schools, 13 (72%) schools met the 
80/80 criteria on the Spring EBSSAS v.2 evaluation. Furthermore, 10 of the 18 
participating schools (56%) scored 80% or higher on the Expectations Taught subscale 
and the Total Scale on the SET v.2.1. Only 6 of the 18 schools (33%) met the 80/80 
criteria on both the EBSSAS v.2 and the SET v.2.1, illustrating the lack of relationship 
between EBSSAS v.2 and SET v.2.1 scores in the participating sample of schools. 
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Improvement in Fidelity Following Systematic Coaching  
 A paired samples t test was calculated to compare the fall and spring SET v.2.1 
scores to establish the improvement in the spring assessments results after being provided 
evidence-based recommendations to address SWPBIS features not fully in place, as 
measured by the fall evaluations. Results indicated a significant difference in the scores 
for the fall SET v.2.1 (M = .840, SD = .094) compared to the spring SET v.2.1 Overall 
scale (M = .902, SD = .081; t(17) = -4.04, p = .001).  Additionally, the comparison of the 
scores on the Expectations Taught subscale revealed a significant difference: fall SET 
Expectations Taught (M = 3.528, SD = 1.144) and spring SET Expectations Taught (M = 
4.111, SD = .91644; t(17) = -3.207, p  = .005).  The effect size for the significant 
comparisons was calculated using Cohen’s d. The effect sizes for the difference in the fall 
& spring SET Overall Scale (d = .952) and the fall & spring SET Expectations Taught 
subscale (d = .7558) were large. The results of the paired samples t test are presented in 
Table 5. 
 Given the inadequate reliability on the fall EBSSAS Behavioral Expectations 
Taught subscale, a paired samples t test was calculated only on the fall and spring Overall 
Scale. There was a significant difference in the fall and spring Overall Scale; however, 
the scores decreased rather than improved on the spring evaluation. Therefore, the 
schools did not improve the level of SWPBIS implementation, as measured by the 
EBSSAS v.2, in the spring semester after receiving their evidence-based 


















Fall Spring Fall Spring 80/80 Fall Spring Fall Spring 80/80 
19  93 98 94 100 * 91 88 90 70  
20  94 76 96 89  88 96 60 90 * 
21  92 87 98 94 * 73 95 50 90 * 
22  98 78 100 82  88 93 90 90 * 
23  90 94 94 97 * 91 96 90 100 * 
24  98 90 100 97 * 80 86 50 60  
25  96 77 98 72  95 100 100 100 * 
26  78 72 84 77  77 79 60 50  
27  83 93 90 97 * 80 91 80 80 * 
28  96 80 97 91 * 88 95 80 100 * 
29  89 97 87 99 * 61 75 30 60  
30  100 94 100 98 * 95 98 90 100 * 
31  86 96 88 100 * 84 91 40 70  
32  93 76 93 85  84 100 80 100 * 
33  91 91 91 93 * 100 96 100 100 * 
34  90 83 96 89 * 71 75 90 100  
35  93 80 100 89 * 84 86 50 60  
36  92 92 92 97 * 84 84 40 60  
Mean 92 86 94 91  84 90 71 82  




Results of Paired Samples t test Comparing Mean Scores of Fall and Spring SET 
v.2.1 and EBSSAS v.2 
Pair t p M SD 
EBSSAS Overall Score 2.242 .039* .055 .103 
SET Overall Score -4.040 .001** -.062 .065 
SET Expectations Taught Subscale Score -3.207 .005** -.117 .154 
*p < .05.     ** p < .01. 
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Chapter 4  
Discussion 
SWPBIS Evaluations Reliability and Concurrent Validity 
 
 The arrangement of the EBSSAS v.2 schoolwide items into subscales, similar to 
the SET v.2.1, reveal adequate reliability for the Overall scale and all subscales that 
include two or more items. Likewise, the SET v.2.1 has adequate reliability for the 
Overall scale and the Expectations Taught subscale, but a number of scales had little to 
no reliability. Furthermore, concurrent validity cannot be established between the SET 
v.2.1 and EBSSAS v.2 revealing a lack of relationship between similar scales on the two 
evaluation tools. 
Although the SET v.2.1 and EBSSAS v.2 are designed and utilized to measure 
and improve implementation of SWPBIS, evidently the evaluations are not measuring 
equivalent constructs. A possible explanation for the lack of relationship between the 
SET v.2.1 and EBSSAS v.2 items may be attributed to the nature of the evaluations (i.e., 
direct evaluation versus survey). The SET v.2.1 requires verification of SWPBIS 
implementation through interviews, observation, and review of permanent products. 
Conversely, the EBSSAS v.2 is a survey based on the respondents’ perceptions and does 
not require evidence to verify their ratings. Therefore, perception and reality may differ 
greatly regarding the implementation of SWPBIS practices. Taking into consideration 
these issues, the results of the SET v.2.1 and EBSSAS v.2 evaluations must be interpreted 
with caution. Further analyses of the administration and scoring procedures should be 
conducted to improve the psychometric properties of the evaluation tools. 
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Urban School SWPBIS Implementation Fidelity 
 
 The results of the PBIS evaluations reveal that schools in a large urban setting can 
implement SWPBIS with fidelity. Considering the higher rates of discipline issues and 
high-risk environmental factors associated with large urban school settings, it is critical 
that the literature base emphasize SWPBIS as effective in prevent behavioral problems 
and improve social and academic competence.   
In addition to the presence of many of the identified barriers to SWPBIS 
implementation in urban settings, further difficulties within the system included in the 
study involved a recent paradigm shift and an insistence on modifying PBIS practices to 
fit their system contextually. Prior to implementing SWPBIS district-wide two years 
preceding the study, the school system relied primarily on punitive consequences, 
including corporal punishment, to address discipline infractions. A decision was made at 
the district-level to discontinue the use of corporal punishment and begin implementation 
of SWPBIS; however, buy-in was not sought at the individual school level. 
Consequently, a number of schools were resistant to implementing SWPBIS with fidelity. 
Furthermore, the superintendent whom was influential in the adoption of SWPBIS for the 
district soon left the system for a new employment opportunity. Thusly, the support for 
SWPBIS implementation waned with administrative changes and schools were permitted 
to implement SWPBIS with varying fidelity and with continued reliance on punitive 
consequences such as suspending students (Bledsoe, 2010).  
An additional impediment with consulting with the school district in the study 
was their resolve to develop unique discipline documentation and data collection 
procedures rather than following guidelines and programs supported by the OSEP 
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Technical Assistance Center on PBIS. The accuracy of discipline data collection was 
frequently called into question by the district and school-level PBIS team members. 
Despite these potential obstacles, the participating schools were able to implement 
SWPBIS with fidelity by meeting the 80/80 criteria on the SET v.2.1 and EBSSAS v.2. 
However, the results of the study should only be generalized toward school systems with 
similar demographics and individualized approach to SWPBIS. 
Impact of Report and Recommendations Template 
 The participating schools demonstrated significant improvement in their spring 
SET v.2.1  results subsequent to being provided evidence-based recommendations to 
address all SWPBIS features not implemented fully at the time of the fall evaluation. The 
spring SET v.2.1 scores on the Expectations Taught subscale revealed an unanticipated 
downward trend in scores. This unexpected decrease in performance can be attributed to 
a confounding factor occurring in proximity to the spring evaluations. Specifically, at the 
time of the evaluations, the participating schools had recently completed state-mandated 
testing. During the time of the testing, the teachers had to remove all items from their 
walls including the school-wide rules. After completing the state-mandated testing, the 
majority of teachers had not reposted the rules because the semester was nearing its 
conclusion and classrooms have to be emptied for summer cleaning. A number of schools 
received a lower score on the Expectations Taught subscale because the rules were not 
posted in the locations specified on the SET (e.g., three classrooms). The decrease in the 
scores on this specific subscale was not a reflection of a lack of implementation of 
SWPBIS features, just unfortunate timing. Evaluators should be aware of such factors or 
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events that may create similar situations that do not reflect the true implementation of 
SWPBIS. 
 The evidence-based results did not have a significant impact on the spring 
EBSSAS v.2 results, possibly an indication that the recommendations for the EBSSAS 
v.2 were utilized differently than those for the SET v.2.1. The EBSSAS v.2 reflects the 
staff members’ perceptions of SWPBIS implementation, which may be influenced by a 
number of factors. Similar to the time that the spring SET v.2 .1 evaluations were 
conducted; the schools’ emphasis may have shifted from SWPBIS to performance on 
state-mandated testing. With this potential shift in priorities, the staff may have perceived 
that many of the SWPBIS practices were no longer being implemented at the schools. 
Additionally, to address concerns related to academic performance and discipline 
challenges, the district-level administrators instituted partial to total administration 
changes for some of the participating schools after the fall semester. The new building-
level administration may have focused on different or competing initiatives resulting in a 
de-emphasis of SWPBIS practices.  
Limitations 
 A number of limitations can be identified regarding the design of the study. In 
particular, the study’s design did not incorporate a control group for comparison of SET 
v.2.1 and EBSSAS v.2 evaluation scores with the experimental group. When conducting 
research in applied settings, it can be difficult to determine the full impact of the 
intervention or treatment if there is not a control group to hold constant for comparison. 
Research conducted in natural settings, such as schools, may be more susceptible to the 
confounding effects of variables outside the control of the experimenter (Cooper, Heron, 
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& Heward, 2007). Specifically with this study, a commitment had been made to the 
participating school system to provide technical assistance in the described systematic 
format to all schools that completed the PBIS evaluations. Therefore, the circumstances 
prevented the establishment of a control group that would have completed the evaluations 
but not received any technical assistance in return. The establishment of a quid pro quo 
relationship when conducting research allows for research in applied settings, yet limits 
the impact of the research results.  
 Several limitations can be identified with the PBIS evaluations utilized in the 
study. To begin with, the EBSSAS v.2 is designed to be completed by the entire staff at a 
school. The benefit of surveying all staff is that it will represent the perceptions of the 
staff members and identify areas that need to be addressed either through improvement in 
procedures or informing staff of supports in place. The EBSSAS v.2 results in this study 
show a decline in the implementation of SWPBIS features; however, this may have not 
been an accurate representation of what is being done at school settings. Unlike the SET 
v.2.1, the EBSSAS v.2 is strictly a survey; therefore, there is no verification of item 
responses by providing evidence through permanent products or interviews. A number of 
survey takers may not be aware that specific practices are being implemented. Stagnation 
or even decreases in SWPBIS implementation, as perceived by the staff, may potentially 
be the result of not adequately providing frequent trainings and status updates to maintain 
an informed staff. Therefore, a number of the EBSSAS v.2 recommendations emphasize 




 Furthermore, staff members, particularly those not involved with the SWPBIS 
team or classroom instruction may not fully comprehend the survey questions on the 
EBSSAS v.2 and guessed at the status of implementation of SWPBIS systems. Finally,  
although the schools were instructed to have all staff complete the survey, the percentage 
of staff that completed the survey at each school and at each administration (i.e., fall and 
spring) varied significantly. To be included in the sample, the school was required to 
have at least 10 respondents for each administration of the EBSSAS v.2; however, this 
may have been a very small proportion of the schools’ staff.   
 Multiple concerns regarding the administration of the SET v.2.1 need to be 
addressed to improve its utility. For example, the sampling procedures for interviewing 
staff and students should specify a percentage of the population, rather than the 
established procedure of interviewing 10-15 staff and 15 students at a school. For 
example, the SET manual could specify that 15% of the staff and student population 
should be randomly interviewed. To illustrate, consider school A and B. School A has a 
population of 1,000 students and 63 staff members. In contrast, school B has 600 students 
and 36 staff members. At school A, if the sampling criterion of 15% was employed, 150 
students and 9 staff members would be randomly interviewed. At school B, 90 students 
and 5 staff members would be sampled. The new sample size would significantly 
increase the amount of students to interview; however, the results would more accurately 
represent the presence of SWPBIS practices and systems available at the school. 
 An additional concern regarding sampling procedures of the SET v.2.1 relates to 
the process of selecting staff and students randomly for the interviews. Sampling 
procedures may vary significantly at different school sites. The SET v.2.1 manual 
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indicates that classroom instruction should not be interrupted to interview staff and 
students, thusly; students and staff should be selected from settings in which they are 
readily accessible. For example, the cafeteria, hallways, teacher work room, and the 
playground are environments that staff and students may be available to direct a minute 
or two of their time and attention toward answering the interview questions. 
Unfortunately, this is a sample of convenience and may not represent the full impact of 
SWPBIS practices. Specifically, when selecting from limited locations, there may be an 
overrepresentation of a grade level (e.g., only first and second graders are in the cafeteria) 
or type of staff (e.g., primarily paraprofessionals in the break room), which may skew the 
results. Additionally, the SWPBIS team leader or an administrator may accompany the 
evaluator during the administration and influence whom is interviewed or the locations 
visited, as compared to the evaluator walking through the school unaccompanied. 
Evaluators can prepare for the interviews by procuring the daily transition schedule and 
map of the school site. Thus, allowing evaluators to select specific locations and times to 
target for more diverse sampling from a variety responders (e.g., two 1st graders, two 2nd 
graders, two 3rd graders, 3 teachers, 1 paraprofessional, 1 custodian, 1 office staff, etc.); 
thereby increasing the variability in the sampled population.  
Implications for Practice 
 The expansion of SWPBIS practices in school systems throughout the United 
States illustrates the need for PBIS experts to evaluate processes for providing training, 
assistance, and progress monitoring efficiently to a large number of schools. Specifically, 
this study verifies that external coaches can effectively provide technical assistance 
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within a large urban school system via utilization of a reporting and recommendations 
template to improve fidelity of implementation at multiple school sites.  
 Schools could potentially improve the validity of EBSSAS v.2 results with an 
effort to educate and reinforce staff participation. Prior to administering the EBSSAS v.2, 
the SWPBIS team should provide a brief update to all staff about the PBIS practices 
implemented at the school and its impact on preventing behavioral infractions. The 
update would serve the purpose of increasing staff members’ awareness of their school’s 
SWPBIS efforts and commitment to preventing discipline problems. Further booster 
sessions throughout the academic year would increase staff members’ understanding of 
SWPBIS practices and the vocabulary or jargon associated with SWPBIS, consequently 
increasing their comprehension of the EBSSAS v.2 questions.  
 To increase staff participation with completing the EBSSAS v.2, an incentive 
could be made available upon completion of the survey. Examples of potential incentives 
may include: a pass to wear blue jeans to work, snacks available in the room where the 
survey is completed, or public acknowledgement by administration during daily 
announcements. Once the SWPBIS team receives the results of the EBSSAS v.2 and 
recommendations to improve features not in place, the results and future actions should 
be shared with the entire staff to demonstrate the importance of the survey outcomes and 
how issues will be addressed by the team. 
 In this study, the results revealed an absence of reliability for a number of the SET 
v.2.1 subscales and a lack of relationship between the SET v.2.1 and EBSSAS v.2. These 
results elucidate the need for further revisions to the measures to enhance their reliability 
and validity, and, consequently, increase their utility as progress monitoring and 
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improvement tools. Concerns expressed about the SET v.2.1 sampling procedures and 
staff participation in and comprehension of the EBSSAS v.2 evaluation need to be 
addressed to increase the reliability and validity of these tools.  
 To enhance the impact and utility of the PBIS evaluation results, the reporting and 
recommendations template should be incorporated into the evaluation procedures 
available via PBIS Assessment© (www.pbisassessment.org), a web-based application 
developed to assist schools with the administration and scoring of PBIS evaluations. 
Local coordinators assist schools with completing annual and progress monitoring 
assessments. Upon completion of the evaluations, results are sent to the schools’ PBIS 
internal coaches to utilize for action planning. Currently, the website does not provide 
specific recommendations to address features needing improvement or implementation. 
The inclusion of evidence-based recommendations with the evaluation results report may 
increase the efficacy of improvement efforts facilitated by PBIS teams.  
Future Directions 
To gain more evidence that the reporting process with evidence-based 
recommendations result in improvement in implementation of SWPBIS with fidelity, 
future research designs should include a control group (i.e., no recommendations 
provided) to examine the difference in spring PBIS evaluation results. It would be 
hypothesized that the experimental group provided a tailored report with evidence-based 
recommendations would demonstrate improvement in their evaluation scores and meet 
the 80/80 fidelity criteria when compared to the control group.  
Additional research should focus on the application of the provided evidence-
based recommendations. In particular, a permanent products review of PBIS teams’ 
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evaluation action plans to identify number of recommendations utilized and implemented 
should be conducted. This investigation would provide further evidence regarding the 
efficaciousness of the SWPBIS team in improving their SWPBIS systems, data, and 
practices when provided evidence-based recommendations and specific instructions on 
developing actionable steps to address features not in place. 
Future research activities should integrate a social validity measure to determine 
whether the external coaching process was contextually appropriate. Social validity can 
improve applied research in school settings by gaining subjective information from 
participants regarding perceived impact and significance of the intervention (Kennedy, 
2005). A social validity measure should include the following questions to determine the 
acceptability of the evaluation and reporting process:  
1. Did PBIS team find the results reporting process helpful? 
2. Did PBIS team utilize recommendations in action planning? 
3. Did the recommendations help the PBIS teams comprehend evaluation 
results better? 
 To continue to improve implementation and sustainability of SWPBIS within 
urban school districts, further research should measure administrators’ and staff 
members’ commitment to PBIS throughout the academic year to determine whether 
waning commitment is a factor associated with decreased fidelity.  Additionally, research 
should compare fidelity of implementation at urban schools that emphasize SWPBIS as 
their primary discipline procedure versus schools that utilize competing initiatives such 
as zero-tolerance policies and other punitive consequences (e.g., corporal punishment, 
suspensions, and time-out).  
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The SET v.2.1 administration, recording, and scoring process could be improved 
by creating an electronic version (e-SET) that would allow administrators to utilize an 
electronic device to collect and record required information. The use of technology 
facilitates implementation and progress monitoring of selected interventions by 
automatically completing some tasks such as data graphing (Bicard, Bicard, Nichols, & 
Plank, 2011).  Prior to entering the school to conduct the SET, the evaluator would enter 
the student and staff population and the e-SET would generate the appropriate number of 
response fields needed to randomly interview 15% of the population. The entire scoring 
and reporting process would automatically be completed upon conclusion of the 
evaluation. The evaluator would have the ability to customize the report to address the 
specific strengths and needs of the evaluation site and email the results to the internal 
PBIS coach at evaluated schools. 
Conclusion 
 Despite the known challenges associated with establishing and sustaining district-
wide initiatives within large urban school systems, this study reaffirms that SWPBIS can 
be implemented in such environments with high fidelity (80/80 on SET v.2.1 and 
EBSSAS v.2). Furthermore, the results of the study indicate that external coaching can be 
provided to a large number of schools in a systematic method to improve implementation 
of SWPBIS practices. Further revisions should be considered for the SET v.2.1 and 
EBSSAS v.2 to improve its validity and utility as a progress and improvement monitoring 
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Effective Behavior Support (EBS) 




Data Collection Protocol 
 
 Conducted annually, preferably in spring. 
 Completed by all staff. 




Effective Behavior Support (EBS) Survey 
Assessing and Planning Behavior Support in Schools 
 
Name of school _________________________________  Date _________________ 
District _________________________________  State _________________ 
 
Person Completing the Survey: 
 Administrator    Special Educator  Parent/Family member 
 General Educator      Counselor   School Psychologist 
 Educational/Teacher Assistant  Community member  Other_________________ 
 
1. Complete the survey independently.  
2. Schedule 20-30 minutes to complete the survey. 
3. Base your rating on your individual experiences in the school. If you do not work in 
 classrooms, answer questions that are applicable to you. 
 
To assess behavior support, first evaluate the status of each system feature (i.e. in place, 
partially in place, not in place) (left hand side of survey). Next, examine each feature: 
a.   “What is the current status of this feature (i.e. in place, partially in place, not in  
        place)?”  
b.   For those features rated as partially in place or not in place, “What is the priority for  
      improvement for this feature (i.e., high, medium, low)?”  
 
3.  Return completed survey to: _______________________ 
 
 


























School-wide is defined as 














1. A small number (e.g. 3-5) of 
positively & clearly stated student 









































4. Problem behaviors (failure to 
meet expected student behaviors) 













5. Consequences for problem 













6. Distinctions between office v. 
classroom managed problem 













7. Options exist to allow 
classroom instruction to continue 




























9. A team exists for behavior 














10. School administrator is an 














11. Data on problem behavior 
patterns are collected and 














12. Patterns of student problem 
behavior are reported to teams and 
faculty for active decision-making 













13. School has formal strategies 
for informing families about 
























School-wide is defined as 














14. Booster training activities for 
students are developed, modified, 













15. School-wide behavior support 
team has a budget for (a) teaching 
students, (b) on-going rewards, 













16. All staff are involved directly 














17. The school team has access to 
on-going training and support 













18. The school is required by the 
district to report on the social 
climate, discipline level or student 













School-wide Evaluation Tool 
 (SET)  
Version 2.1 
 
Data Collection Protocol 
 
 Conducted annually. 
 
 Conducted before school-wide positive behavior support interventions begin. 
 










Purpose of the SET 
 The School-wide Evaluation Tool (SET) is designed to assess and evaluate the 
critical features of school-wide effective behavior support across each academic school 
year. The SET results are used to: 
1. assess features that are in place, 
2. determine annual goals for school-wide effective behavior support, 
3. evaluate on-going efforts toward school-wide behavior support, 
4. design and revise procedures as needed, and 
5. compare efforts toward school-wide effective behavior support from year to year. 
 
Information necessary for this assessment tool is gathered through multiple sources 
including review of permanent products, observations, and staff (minimum of 10) and 
student (minimum of 15) interviews or surveys. There are multiple steps for gathering all 
of the necessary information. The first step is to identify someone at the school as the 
contact person. This person will be asked to collect each of the available products listed 
below and to identify a time for the SET data collector to preview the products and set up 
observations and interview/survey opportunities. Once the process for collecting the 
necessary data is established, reviewing the data and scoring the SET averages takes two 









Products to Collect 
1. _______  Discipline handbook 
2. _______  School improvement plan goals 
3. _______  Annual Action Plan for meeting school-wide behavior support goals 
4. _______  Social skills instructional materials/ implementation time line  
5. _______  Behavioral incident summaries or reports (e.g., office referrals, 
   suspensions, expulsions) 
6. _______  Office discipline referral form(s) 
7. _______ Other related information 
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Using SET Results 
 
The results of the SET will provide schools with a measure of the proportion of features 
that are 1) not targeted or started, 2) in the planning phase, and 3) in the implementation/ 
maintenance phases of development toward a systems approach to school-wide effective 
behavior support. The SET is designed to provide trend lines of improvement and 
sustainability over time. 
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 School-wide Evaluation Tool (SET) 
Implementation Guide 
School _____________________________________ Date __________ 
District ____________________________________ State ___________ 
 Step 1: Make Initial Contact 
 Identify school contact person & give overview of SET page with the list of products 
needed. 
 Ask when they may be able to have the products gathered.  
 Approximate date: _________ 
 Get names, phone #’s, email address & record below. 
Name _________________________________  Phone ____________________ 
Email ____________________________________________________________ 
Products to Collect 
1. _______ Discipline handbook 
2. _______ School improvement plan goals 
3. _______ Annual Action Plan for meeting school-wide behavior support goals 
4. _______ Social skills instructional materials/ implementation time line  
5. _______ Behavioral incident summaries or reports (e.g., office referrals,  
suspensions, expulsions) 
6. _______ Office discipline referral form(s) 
7. _______ Other related information  
Step 2: Confirm the Date to Conduct the SET 
Confirm meeting date with the contact person for conducting an administrator interview, 
taking a tour of the school while conducting student & staff interviews, & for reviewing 
the products.  
Meeting date & time: __________________________ 
Step 3: Conduct the SET 
 Conduct administrator interview. 
 Tour school to conduct observations of posted school rules & randomly selected staff 
(minimum of 10) and student (minimum of 15) interviews. 
 Review products & score SET. 
Step 4: Summarize and Report the Results 
 Summarize surveys & complete SET scoring. 
 Update school graph. 
 Meet with team to review results. 
Meeting date & time: _________________________ 
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School-wide Evaluation Tool 
(SET) 
Scoring Guide 
      
School ________________________________________ Date __________ 
District _______________________________________ State ___________ 
Pre ______  Post ______ SET data collector _________________________ 
 
Feature Evaluation Question 
Data Source 
(circle sources used) 







1. Is there documentation that 
staff has agreed to 5 or fewer 
positively stated school rules/ 
behavioral expectations? 
(0=no; 1= too 








2. Are the agreed upon rules 
& expectations publicly 
posted in 8 of 10 locations? 
(See interview & observation 
form for selection of 
locations). (0= 0-4; 1= 5-7; 
2= 8-10) 
Wall posters 






1. Is there a documented 
system for teaching 
behavioral expectations to 
students on an annual basis? 
(0= no; 1 = states that 
teaching will occur; 2= yes) 







Feature Evaluation Question 
Data Source 
(circle sources used) 




2. Do 90% of the staff asked 
state that teaching of 
behavioral expectations to 
students has occurred this 
year? 
(0= 0-50%; 1= 51-89%; 
2=90%-100%) 
Interviews 
Other ______________ I 
 
3. Do 90% of team members 
asked state that the school-
wide program has been 
taught/reviewed with staff on 
an annual basis? 
(0= 0-50%; 1= 51-89%; 
2=90%-100%) 
Interviews 
Other ______________ I 
 
4. Can at least 70% of 15 or 
more students state 67% of 
the school rules? (0= 0-50%; 






5. Can 90% or more of the 
staff asked list 67% of the 
school rules? (0= 0-50%; 1= 
51-89%; 2=90%-100%) 
Interviews 








1. Is there a documented 
system for rewarding student 
behavior? 
(0= no; 1= states to 









2. Do 50% or more students 
asked indicate they have 
received a reward (other than 
verbal praise) for expected 
behaviors over the past two 
months? 









Feature Evaluation Question 
Data Source 
(circle sources used) 




3. Do 90% of staff asked 
indicate they have delivered 
a reward (other than verbal 
praise) to students for 
expected behavior over the 
past two months? 
(0= 0-50%; 1= 51-89%; 2= 
90-100%) 
Interviews 







1. Is there a documented 
system for dealing with and 
reporting specific behavioral 
violations? 
(0= no; 1= states to 








2. Do 90% of staff asked 
agree with administration on 
what problems are office-
managed and what problems 
are classroom–managed? (0= 
0-50%; 1= 51-89%; 2= 90-
100%) 
Interviews  
Other ______________ I 
 
3. Is the documented crisis 
plan for responding to 
extreme dangerous situations 
readily available in 6 of 7 
locations? 
(0= 0-3; 1= 4-5; 2= 6-7) 
Walls 
Other ______________  O 
 
4. Do 90% of staff asked 
agree with administration on 
the procedure for handling 
extreme emergencies 
(stranger in building with a 
weapon)? 
(0= 0-50%; 1= 51-89%; 2= 
90-100%) 
Interviews  




Feature Evaluation Question 
Data Source 
(circle sources used) 








1. Does the discipline referral 
form list (a) student/grade, 
(b) date, (c) time, (d) 
referring staff, (e) problem 
behavior, (f) location, (g) 
persons involved, (h) 
probable motivation, & (i) 
administrative decision? 
(0=0-3 items; 1= 4-6 items; 
2= 7-9 items) 
Referral form 
(circle items present on 
the referral form) 
P 
 
2. Can the administrator 
clearly define a system for 
collecting & summarizing 
discipline referrals (computer 
software, data entry time)? 
(0=no; 1= referrals are 
collected; 2= yes) 
 
Interview  
Other ______________  I 
 
3. Does the administrator 
report that the team provides 
discipline data summary 
reports to the staff at least 
three times/year? (0= no; 1= 
1-2 times/yr.; 2= 3 or more 
times/yr) 
Interview 
Other ______________  I 
 
4. Do 90% of team members 
asked report that discipline 
data is used for making 
decisions in designing, 
implementing, and revising 
school-wide effective 
behavior support efforts? 
(0= 0-50%; 1= 51-89%; 2= 
90-100%) 
Interviews  




Feature Evaluation Question 
Data Source 
(circle sources used) 







1. Does the school 
improvement plan list 
improving behavior support 
systems as one of the top 3 
school improvement plan 
goals? (0= no; 1= 4th or 










2. Can 90% of staff asked 
report that there is a school-
wide team established to 
address behavior support 
systems in the school? (0= 0-
50%; 1= 51-89%; 2= 90-
100%) 
Interviews 
Other ______________  I 
 
3. Does the administrator 
report that team membership 
includes representation of all 
staff? (0= no; 2= yes) 
Interview 
Other ______________  I 
 
4. Can 90% of team members 
asked identify the team 
leader? (0= 0-50%; 1= 51-
89%; 2= 90-100%) 
Interviews 
Other ______________  I 
 
5. Is the administrator an 
active member of the school-
wide behavior support team? 
(0= no; 1= yes, but not 
consistently; 2 = yes) 
Interview 
Other ______________ I 
 
6. Does the administrator 
report that team meetings 
occur at least monthly? 
(0=no team meeting; 1=less 
often than monthly; 2= at 
least monthly) 
Interview 
Other ______________ I 
 
7. Does the administrator 
report that the team reports 
progress to the staff at least 
four times per year? 
 (0=no; 1= less than 4 times 
per year; 2= yes) 
Interview 




Feature Evaluation Question 
Data Source 
(circle sources used) 




8. Does the team have an 
action plan with specific 
goals that is less than one 
year old? (0=no; 2=yes) 
Annual Plan, calendar 





1. Does the school budget 
contain an allocated amount 
of money for building and 
maintaining school-wide 
behavioral support? (0= no; 
2= yes) 
Interview 
Other ______________  I 
 
2. Can the administrator 
identify an out-of-school 
liaison in the district or state? 
(0= no; 2=yes) 
Interview 




A =           /4 B =    /10 C =    /6 D =    /8 E =    /8 
F =           /8   G =    /4 Mean =    /7 
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Administrator Interview Guide 
Let’s talk about your discipline system 
1) Do you collect and summarize office discipline referral information?  Yes    No    
      If no, skip to #4. 
2) What system do you use for collecting and summarizing office discipline referrals? ) 
a) What data do you collect? __________________ 
b) Who collects and enters the data? ____________________ 
3) What do you do with the office discipline referral information? (E3) 
a) Who looks at the data? ____________________ 
b) How often do you share it with other staff? ____________________ 
4) What type of problems do you expect teachers to refer to the office rather than 
handling in the classroom/ specific setting? (D2) 
 
5) What is the procedure for handling extreme emergencies in the building (i.e. stranger 
with a gun)? (D4) 
 
Let’s talk about your school rules or motto 
6) Do you have school rules or a motto?  Yes    No   If no, skip to # 10. 
7) How many are there?   ______________ 
8) What are the rules/motto? (B4, B5) 
 
9) What are they called? (B4, B5) 
 
10)  Do you acknowledge students for doing well socially?  Yes    No   If no, skip to # 12. 
 
11) What are the social acknowledgements/ activities/ routines called (student of month, 
positive referral, letter home, stickers, high 5's)? (C2, C3) 
 
Do you have a team that addresses school-wide discipline? If no, skip to # 19 
12) Has the team taught/reviewed the school-wide program with staff this year? (B3)    
        Yes    No  
13) Is your school-wide team representative of your school staff? (F3)  Yes    No 
14) Are you on the team? (F5)  Yes    No 
15) How often does the team meet? (F6) __________ 
16) Do you attend team meetings consistently? (F5)  Yes    No 
17) Who is your team leader/facilitator? (F4) ___________________ 
18) Does the team provide updates to faculty on activities & data summaries? (E3, F7)  
Yes    No 
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If yes, how often? ______________________  
19) Do you have an out-of-school liaison in the state or district to support you on 
positive behavior support systems development? (G2)  Yes    No 
If yes, who? ___________________ 
20) What are your top 3 school improvement goals? (F1) 
 
21) Does the school budget contain an allocated amount of money for building and 







In addition to the administrator interview questions there are questions for 
Behavior Support Team members, staff and students. Interviews can be completed 
during the school tour. Randomly select students and staff as you walk through the 
school. Use this page as a reference for all other interview questions. Use the interview 
and observation form to record student, staff, and team member responses. 
 
Staff Interview Questions 
Interview a minimum of 10 staff 
1. What are the __________________ (school rules, high 5's, 3 bee’s)? (B5) 
2. (Define what the acronym means) 
3. Have you taught the school rules/behavioral expectations this year? (B2) 
 
4. Have you given out any _______________________ since 
_______________? (C3) 
5. (rewards for appropriate behavior)      (2 months ago) 
6. What types of student problems do you or would you refer to the office? (D2) 
 
7. What is the procedure for dealing with a stranger with a gun? (D4) 
 
8. Is there a school-wide team that addresses behavioral support in your 
building? 
 
9. Are you on the team? 
 
Team Member Interview Questions 
1. Does your team use discipline data to make decisions? (E4) 
 





3. Who is the team leader/facilitator? (F4) 
 
Student interview Questions 
Interview a minimum of 15 students 
1. What are the _________________ (school rules, high 5's, 3 bee’s)? (B4) 
(Define what the acronym means.) 
 
2. Have you received a _______________________ since ________________? 
(C2) (reward for appropriate behavior)         (2 months ago) 
80 
 
Interview and Observation Form 
































































































1  Y      N Y      N   Y        N Y      N Y      N Y      N  1 Y      N 
2  Y      N Y      N   Y        N Y      N Y      N Y      N  2 Y      N 
3  Y      N Y      N   Y        N Y      N Y      N Y      N  3 Y      N 
4  Y      N Y      N   Y        N Y      N Y      N Y      N  4 Y      N 
5  Y      N Y      N   Y        N Y      N Y      N Y      N  5 Y      N 
6  Y      N Y      N   Y        N Y      N Y      N Y      N  6 Y      N 
7  Y      N Y      N   Y        N Y      N Y      N Y      N  7 Y      N 
8  Y      N Y      N   Y        N Y      N Y      N Y      N  8 Y      N 




10  Y      N Y      N   Y        N Y      N Y      N Y      N  10 Y      N 
11  Y      N Y      N   Y        N Y      N Y      N Y      N  11 Y      N 
12  Y      N Y      N   Y        N Y      N Y      N Y      N  12 Y      N 
13  Y      N Y      N   Y        N Y      N Y      N Y      N  13 Y      N 
14  Y      N Y      N   Y        N Y      N Y      N Y      N  14 Y      N 
15  Y      N Y      N   Y        N Y      N Y      N Y      N  15 Y      N 
Tot       
X 








Hall 1 Hall 2 Hall 3 
Are rules & 
expectations posted? 
Y      N Y      N Y      N Y      N Y      N Y      N Y      N Y      N Y      N Y      N 
Is the documented crisis 
plan readily available? 





Understanding EBSSAS Results and Recommendations 
 
Dear Administrators and PBIS Team Leaders:  
The Effective Behavior Supports Self-Assessment Survey (SAS) has been completed by 
your staff. The purpose of the EBSSAS is to assess staff’s perceptions of the current 
status of the PBIS program at your school. Enclosed are the results of the EBSSAS that 
the PBIS team can utilize to develop action steps for any SAS items that were scored as 
“Not In Place” or “Partially In Place.” Items highlighted as yellow are “Partially In 
Place” and those highlighted as red are “Not In Place.” The ideal results are 80% or 
greater for each School-wide Positive Behavior Support feature assessed by the EBSSAS. 
Some features may be rated as “Not In Place” or “Partially In Place” despite them being 
in place. This may be an issue of the PBIS team needing to communicate with the staff 
the proactive procedures that are in place at the school to prevent problem behaviors. 
Recommendations are provided to improve or initiate features rated as “Not In Place” or 






Understanding SET Results and Report 
Dear Administrators and PBIS Team Leaders:  
The School-wide Evaluation Tool (SET) has been completed for your school. The 
purpose of the SET is to assess the current status of the PBIS program at your school. 
Enclosed are the results of the SET that the PBIS team can utilize to develop action steps 
for any SET items that were scored as “Not In Place” or “Partially In Place.” The ideal 
results are 80% or greater for the Teaching Behavioral Expectations subscale and the 
Overall Mean score for the SET. Recommendations are provided to improve or initiate 















EBSSAS Report Template & Recommendations 
School-wide Systems 
Supports “In Place” 
1. A small number (e.g., 3-5) of positively & clearly stated student expectations or rules 
are defined. 
2. Expected student behaviors are taught directly. 
 
3. Expected student behaviors are rewarded regularly. 
4. Problem behaviors (failure to meet expected student behaviors) are defined clearly. 
5. Consequences for problem behaviors are defined clearly. 
6. Distinctions between office v. classroom managed problem behaviors are clear. 
7. Options exist to allow classroom instruction to continue when problem behavior 
occurs. 
8. Procedures are in place to address emergency/dangerous situations. 
 
9. A team exists for behavior support planning & problem solving. 
10. School administrator is an active participant on the behavior support team. 
11. Data on problem behavior patterns are collected and summarized within an on-going 
system. 
12. Patterns of student problem behavior are reported to teams and faculty for active 




13. School has formal strategies for informing families about expected student behaviors 
at school. 
14. Booster training activities for students are developed, modified, & conducted based 
on school data. 
15.  School-wide behavior support team has a budget for (a) teaching students, (b) on-
going rewards, and (c) annual staff planning. 
16. All staff are involved directly and/or indirectly in school-wide interventions. 
17. The school team has access to on-going training and support from district personnel. 
18. The school is required by the district to report on the social climate, discipline level or 
student behavior at least annually. 
Recommendations: No actions needed; continue with current classroom supports in 
place at the school 
Supports “Partially In Place” Priority Level 
1. A small number (e.g. 3-5) of positively & clearly stated student 
expectations or rules are defined. 
 
Recommendations: Develop 3-5 umbrella rules that apply to all settings in the school 
building. Rules should be concise and easy to remember. The rules should tell students 
“what to do” instead of “what not to do.” Example: “Be Respectful,” “Be Responsible,” 
& “Be Safe” 
2. Expected student behaviors are taught directly.  
Recommendations: Develop a Behavior Expectation Matrix that describes what 
appropriate behaviors the students should display in the various settings of the building. 
The behavioral expectations should fall under the 3-5 School-wide rules. Expectation 
Matrix should be displayed in all locations of the school building (i.e., classrooms, 
hallways, bathrooms, cafeteria, playground, main office, auditorium, etc.). The students 
should be directly taught the expected behaviors for each location. 
3. Expected student behaviors are rewarded regularly.  
Recommendations: A school-wide system of reinforcement should be developed to 
encourage students to engage in appropriate behaviors. The school-wide reinforcement 
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program should allow all building staff to randomly “catch students being good.” All 
reinforcement should incorporate a verbal praise and tangible reward component. 
Students should have the opportunity to receive reinforcement for appropriate behaviors 
on a daily, weekly, monthly, quarterly, and yearly basis. 
4. Problem behaviors (failure to meet expected student behaviors) are 
defined clearly. 
 
Recommendations: All behavioral infractions should have a written description to 
ensure that all staff are able to consistently identify problem behaviors. 
5. Consequences for problem behaviors are defined clearly. 
 
 
Recommendations: A flowchart should be developed that identifies the procedures for 
responding to misbehaviors, including repeated infractions. 
6. Distinctions between office v. classroom managed problem 
behaviors are clear. 
 
Recommendations: Behavioral infractions should be described in a manner in which all 
staff can consistently identify which infractions should be handled by the staff and those 
that should be handled immediately by an administrator. 
7. Options exist to allow classroom instruction to continue when 
problem behavior occurs. 
 
Recommendations: Teach staff how to respond to “minor” behavioral infractions in the 
classroom that will reduce the likelihood of escalation of behaviors that will impede 
students’ ability to learn in the classroom. Specific procedures on how to report “major” 
infractions and transport the student to the office should be taught to staff. 
8.Procedures are in place to address emergency/dangerous situations. . 
Recommendations: Develop and publish procedures for responding to emergency 
situations. Train entire staff using scenarios in which they have to practice the appropriate 
response procedures. 
9. A team exists for behavior support planning & problem solving.  
Recommendations: Develop a team that is representative of the staff. The purpose of the 
team is implement and monitor positive behavior supports. 
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10. School administrator is an active participant on the behavior 
support team. 
 
Recommendations: Recommendation: PBIS administrator must be completely 
available during monthly PBS meetings and training activities (i.e., physically present at 
entire meeting, actively engaging in the team’s roles and activities, etc.) 
11. Data on problem behavior patterns are collected and summarized 
within an on-going system. 
 
Recommendations: Inform staff of data collection procedures and system currently 
utilized by the school. Provide monthly progress reports to entire staff to demonstrate 
how the data is utilized for problem solving and progress monitoring of current positive 
behavior supports. 
12. Patterns of student problem behavior are reported to teams and 
faculty for active decision-making on a regular basis (e.g. monthly). 
 
Recommendations: PBIS team analyzes patterns of referrals as categorized by “Average 
Referrals per Day per Data Period,” “Infraction/Problem Behavior,” “Location,” “Time 
of Day,” and “Students with 1 or more Major referrals” at each meeting to problem solve 
how to improve positive behavior support. 
13. School has formal strategies for informing families about expected 
student behaviors at school. 
 
Recommendations: School provides written documentation of the school-wide rules and 
expected behaviors in the student handbook. The rules/expectations and PBIS program 
should be discussed at all school functions that families attend. 
14. Booster training activities for students are developed, modified, & 
conducted based on school data. 
 
Recommendations: Extra training sessions to practice expected behaviors should be 
provided to students throughout the academic year. Planning booster sessions for times of 
the year that historically have higher rates of discipline referrals (e.g., After Spring 
Break) to prevent spikes in referrals will be advantageous. Additional booster sessions 
should be conducted when discipline data indicates an increase in referral rates. 
15.  School-wide behavior support team has a budget for (a) teaching 
students, (b) on-going rewards, and (c) annual staff planning. 
 
Recommendations: Annual budget planning should allot monies to sustain the PBIS 
program at the school. 
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16. All staff are involved directly and/or indirectly in school-wide 
interventions. 
 
Recommendations: All staff (including support teachers, paraprofessionals, office staff, 
custodians, etc.) should be trained to respond to appropriate and inappropriate behaviors 
according to the school’s PBIS program. All staff should be responsible for providing 
rewards to students for good behavior and reporting any behavioral infractions with 
appropriate referral form and procedures. 
17. The school team has access to on-going training and support from 
district personnel. 
 
Recommendations: District-level PBIS liaison should provide activities to the entire 
staff that train and reinforce the PBIS program. The PBIS team should provide monthly 
updates regarding discipline data and PBIS activities to the district-level liaison. 
18. The school is required by the district to report on the social 
climate, discipline level or student behavior at least annually. 
 
 
Recommendations: Provide annual reports to the district-level liaison regarding the 
status of the PBIS program at the school. Inform staff that updates are provided to the 
district regarding the PBIS program. 
Supports “Not In Place” Priority Level 
1. A small number (e.g. 3-5) of positively & clearly stated student 
expectations or rules are defined. 
 
Recommendations: Develop 3-5 umbrella rules that apply to all settings in the school 
building. Rules should be concise and easy to remember. The rules should tell students 
“what to do” instead of “what not to do.” Example: “Be Respectful,” “Be Responsible,” 
& “Be Safe” 
2. Expected student behaviors are taught directly.  
Recommendations: Develop a Behavior Expectation Matrix that describes what 
appropriate behaviors the students should display in the various settings of the building. 
The behavioral expectations should fall under the 3-5 School-wide rules. Expectation 
Matrix should be displayed in all locations of the school building (i.e., classrooms, 
hallways, bathrooms, cafeteria, playground, main office, auditorium, etc.). The students 
should be directly taught the expected behaviors for each location. 
3. Expected student behaviors are rewarded regularly.  
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Recommendations: A school-wide system of reinforcement should be developed to 
encourage students to engage in appropriate behaviors. The school-wide reinforcement 
program should allow all building staff to randomly “catch students being good.” All 
reinforcement should incorporate a verbal praise and tangible reward component. 
Students should have the opportunity to receive reinforcement for appropriate behaviors 
on a daily, weekly, monthly, quarterly, and yearly basis. 
4. Problem behaviors (failure to meet expected student behaviors) are 
defined clearly. 
 
Recommendations: All behavioral infractions should have a written description to 
ensure that all staff are able to consistently identify problem behaviors. 
5. Consequences for problem behaviors are defined clearly. 
 
 
Recommendations: A flowchart should be developed that identifies the procedures for 
responding to misbehaviors, including repeated infractions. 
6. Distinctions between office v. classroom managed problem 
behaviors are clear. 
 
Recommendations: Behavioral infractions should be described in a manner in which all 
staff can consistently identify which infractions should be handled by the staff and those 
that should be handled immediately by an administrator. 
7. Options exist to allow classroom instruction to continue when 
problem behavior occurs. 
 
Recommendations: Teach staff how to respond to “minor” behavioral infractions in the 
classroom that will reduce the likelihood of escalation of behaviors that will impede 
students’ ability to learn in the classroom. Specific procedures on how to report “major” 
infractions and transport the student to the office should be taught to staff. 
8.Procedures are in place to address emergency/dangerous situations. . 
Recommendations: Develop and publish procedures for responding to emergency 
situations. Train entire staff using scenarios in which they have to practice the appropriate 
response procedures. 
9. A team exists for behavior support planning & problem solving.  
Recommendations: Develop a team that is representative of the staff. The purpose of the 
team is implement and monitor positive behavior supports. 
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10. School administrator is an active participant on the behavior 
support team. 
 
Recommendations: Recommendation: PBIS administrator must be completely 
available during monthly PBS meetings and training activities (i.e., physically present at 
entire meeting, actively engaging in the team’s roles and activities, etc.) 
11. Data on problem behavior patterns are collected and summarized 
within an on-going system. 
 
Recommendations: Inform staff of data collection procedures and system currently 
utilized by the school. Provide monthly progress reports to entire staff to demonstrate 
how the data is utilized for problem solving and progress monitoring of current positive 
behavior supports. 
12. Patterns of student problem behavior are reported to teams and 
faculty for active decision-making on a regular basis (e.g. monthly). 
 
Recommendations: PBIS team analyzes patterns of referrals as categorized by “Average 
Referrals per Day per Data Period,” “Infraction/Problem Behavior,” “Location,” “Time 
of Day,” and “Students with 1 or more Major referrals” at each meeting to problem solve 
how to improve positive behavior support. 
13. School has formal strategies for informing families about expected 
student behaviors at school. 
 
Recommendations: School provides written documentation of the school-wide rules and 
expected behaviors in the student handbook. The rules/expectations and PBIS program 
should be discussed at all school functions that families attend. 
14. Booster training activities for students are developed, modified, & 
conducted based on school data. 
 
Recommendations: Extra training sessions to practice expected behaviors should be 
provided to students throughout the academic year. Planning booster sessions for times of 
the year that historically have higher rates of discipline referrals (e.g., After Spring 
Break) to prevent spikes in referrals will be advantageous. Additional booster sessions 
should be conducted when discipline data indicates an increase in referral rates. 
15.  School-wide behavior support team has a budget for (a) teaching 
students, (b) on-going rewards, and (c) annual staff planning. 
 
Recommendations: Annual budget planning should allot monies to sustain the PBIS 
program at the school. 
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16. All staff are involved directly and/or indirectly in school-wide 
interventions. 
 
Recommendations: All staff (including support teachers, paraprofessionals, office staff, 
custodians, etc.) should be trained to respond to appropriate and inappropriate behaviors 
according to the school’s PBIS program. All staff should be responsible for providing 
rewards to students for good behavior and reporting any behavioral infractions with 
appropriate referral form and procedures. 
17. The school team has access to on-going training and support from 
district personnel. 
 
Recommendations: District-level PBIS liaison should provide activities to the entire 
staff that train and reinforce the PBIS program. The PBIS team should provide monthly 
updates regarding discipline data and PBIS activities to the district-level liaison. 
18. The school is required by the district to report on the social 
climate, discipline level or student behavior at least annually. 
 
Recommendations: Provide annual reports to the district-level liaison regarding the 
status of the PBIS program at the school. Inform staff that updates are provided to the 









SET Report & Recommendations 
A. Expectations Defined 
Evaluation Questions Evidence Status 
1. Is there documentation that staff has agreed to 5 or 





• Involve staff in developing brief, positively stated rules that will apply to all 
locations of the school building. Rules should be selected based on a consensus of 
the group. 
• Have rules describe what students should do rather than what they should not do. 
• All rules and procedures at the school should align with the school-wide rules.  
• Further define how students are expected to behave using the Expectation Matrix. 
Make sure that the rules listed are the school-wide rules with specific expectations 
listed for the various building locations. 
• Ensure that teachers have aligned their classroom rules with the school-wide rules. 
Specifics regarding rules should be provided in the behavior expectations for the 
classroom. 
2. Are the agreed upon rules & expectations publicly 




• Create posters listing the 3-5 school rules. 
• Rules should be posted in classrooms, main office, hallways, 
gymnasium/auditorium, cafeteria, computer lab, library, etc. 
• Make sure that posted rules do not compete with each other (e.g., posting school-
wide rules and hallway rules next to each other). The specifics procedures for the 
hallway should be listed as Hallway expectations that fall under the school-wide 
rules. 





B. Behavioral Expectations Taught 
Evaluation Questions Evidence Status 
1. Is there a documented system for teaching 




• Develop lesson plans that teach examples and non-examples of the behavioral 
expectations. 
• Include written lesson plans in PBIS documents. 
• Provide opportunities for students to practice the behavioral expectations 
throughout the locations of the building. 
2. Do 90% of the staff interviewed state that teaching 





• Involve all staff (including paraprofessionals, cafeteria workers, safety officers, 
office staff, etc.) in the teaching of school-wide rules and behavioral expectations. 
• Provide training to staff on how to teach school-wide rules and expectations. 
3. Do 90% of PBIS team members interviewed state 
that the school-wide program has been 




• Provide training to entire school staff prior to the return of students on the rationale 
and procedures for school-wide positive behavior support. Review PBIS 
procedures throughout the year at staff meetings. 
4. Can at least 70% of interviewed students state 67% 




• Make sure that rules are easy to remember. 
• Review rules with students on a daily basis. 
• Provide booster sessions to retrain or reinforce the teaching of the school-wide 
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rules and expectations throughout the academic year. 
• Develop opportunities among the grades to demonstrate understanding of the rules 
(e.g., skits, posters, essay contests, chants, songs). 
• Develop a name for the school-wide rules (e.g., “The Three Bee’s”) to help 
students remember the school-wide rules. 
5. Can 90% or more of interviewed staff state 67% of 




• Make sure that rules are easy to remember. 
• Stress the importance for all staff to know the rules. 
• Have entire staff participate in the development and posting of the school-wide 
rules and behavior expectations. 
C. On-going System for Rewarding Behavioral Expectations 
Evaluation Questions Evidence Status 





• Reinforcement program description should include all of the logistics necessary for 
maintaining the reinforcement program throughout the school year. 
• Make sure that school-wide reinforcement program is in place prior to the students 
beginning the school year.  
• Develop a “catchy” name for the school-wide reinforcement program (e.g., 
“Caught Being Good” or “DHS 200 Club”). 
• Include written description of School-wide reinforcement program in PBIS 
materials. 
2. Do 50% or more interviewed students indicate they 
have received a reward (other than verbal praise) for 








• Train all staff to randomly reinforce students for engaging in expected behaviors. 
Reinforcement should not be available only for the “good kids” or the “trouble 
students.” 
• Provide training to students on what the school-wide reinforcement program is 
called and how they can earn reinforcement for engaging in expected behaviors. 
• Make sure students know the name of the school-wide reinforcement program. 
• Reinforcement of students should be occurring on a daily, weekly, monthly, 
quarterly, and yearly basis. If students have to wait too long to collect their 
reinforcement, they are less likely to make the connection between the reward and 
their good behavior.  
• Develop a recording system to document the names of students who have earned 
the school-wide reinforcement.  
• Always pair verbal praise describing the appropriate behavior when delivering a 
tangible reinforcer to a student. 
3. Do 90% of staff indicate they have delivered a 
reward (other than verbal praise) for expected 




• Develop a school-wide reinforcement program in which all staff have the 
opportunity to reinforce students on a daily basis.  
• Train the staff on the importance of reinforcing expected behaviors. 
• Allow staff to be responsible for recruiting and delivering incentives to students. 
D. System for Responding to Behavioral Violations 
Evaluation Questions Evidence Status 
1. Is there a documented system for dealing with and 




• Develop procedures and train all staff on how to document and report behavioral 
violations. 
• Provide specific definitions and examples of behavior violations to ensure 
consistency in reporting. 
2. Do 90% of the staff interviewed agree with 




and what problems are classroom-managed? 
Comments: 
Recommendations: 
• Train staff on which behaviors are “major” and must be sent directly to the office 
versus “minor” behaviors that can be handled in the setting they occur. 
• Develop a response flowchart to identify the procedures for responding to minor 
and major behaviors. 
• Include procedure in flowchart regarding the response to recurring behavioral 
violations. 
• Provide staff with examples of how to consequent “minor” behavioral violations. 
• Include written definition of behavioral violations and flowchart in PBIS materials. 
3. Is the documented crisis plan for responding to 





• Ensure that crisis plan is immediately available in all locations of the school 
building including the classrooms, main office, gymnasium/auditorium, cafeteria, 
computer lab, and library. 
4. Do 90% of interviewed staff agree with 
administration on the procedure for handling extreme 





• Train all support staff on emergency procedures. 
• If the school has a code word to notify the staff of the need to “lockdown” the 
building, make sure that everyone knows the code word and it is easy to remember. 
E. Monitoring & Decision Making 
Evaluation Questions Evidence Status 
1. Does the discipline referral form list 
(a)student/grade, (b)date, (c)time, (d)referring staff, 
(e)problem behavior, (f)location, (g)persons involved, 






• Make sure all relevant information is on office referral forms. 
2. Can the administrator clearly define a system for 




• Identify the district’s discipline data collection system. Attend trainings on how to 
use the system (if necessary). 
3. Does the administrator report that the team provides 





• Include time for data reporting during scheduled staff professional development 
days. 
4. Do 90% of interviewed team members report that 
discipline data is used for making decisions in 
designing, implementing, and revising school-wide 




• Incorporate data analysis review into every PBIS team meeting. 
F. Management 
Evaluation Questions Evidence Status 
1. Does the school improvement plan list improving 
behavior support systems as one of the top 3 school 








2. Can 90% of interviewed staff report that there is a 
school-wide team established to address behavior 




• Identify PBIS team members at staff trainings. 
3. Does the administrator report that team membership 




• Allow opportunities for different staff members to join the PBIS team each year 
while maintaining the core team. 





• Develop a list of team members with the team leader identified. 
• Ensure that team has nominated the team leader by consensus. 
5. Is the administrator an active member of the school-




• PBIS administrator must be completely available during monthly PBS meetings 
and training activities (i.e., physically present at entire meeting, actively engaging 
in the team’s roles and activities, etc.) 
6. Does the administrator report that team meetings 




• Develop an annual PBIS calendar that includes dates for monthly meetings, 
training activities, data reports, assessments, etc. 
7. Does the administrator report that the team reports 






• Plan opportunities to share discipline data with entire staff at faculty meetings 
and/or professional development activities. 
• Develop reporting format that is easy present and explain to all staff. 
• Display data in staff work room with brief explanations. 
• Celebrate successes related to school-wide discipline. 
8. Does the team have an action plan with specific 




• Develop annual action plan based on assessment, referrals, academic, and 
attendance data with measurable goals and realistic timelines. Review status of 
action plan at each PBIS meeting.  
• Include written annual action plan in PBIS materials (e.g., staff handbook, school 
discipline plan, etc.). 
G. District Level Support 
Evaluation Questions Evidence Status 
1. Does the school budget contain an allocated amount 





• Review school’s budget for any monies allocated to improving students’ behavior, 
attendance, and/or school climate that can be utilized to maintain the PBIS 
program. 
• Work with district PBIS liaison to identify funding that may be available to support 
the school’s PBIS program. 
2. Can the administrator identify an out-of-school 







• Contact district to determine appropriate liaison to support the school’s efforts with 
PBIS. 
• Invite district liaison to attend/participate in monthly PBIS meetings, training 










SET/EBSSAS Action Plan 
Area(s) of 
Need  





    
    
    
    
    
    











    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    











    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    











    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    











    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    











    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    











    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    




Evidence Base for EBSSAS Report Recommendations 
EBSSAS Recommendations (School-wide Level) 
SAS 
Item 
Recommendation(s) Evidence Base 
1 • Develop 3-5 umbrella rules that apply to all settings in the school 
building. Rules should be concise and easy to remember. The rules should 
tell students “what to do” instead of “what not to do.” Example: “Be 
Respectful,” “Be Responsible,” & “Be Safe” 
Madsen, Becker, & Thomas, 1968 
Nelson, Martella, & Galand, 1998 
Nelson, 1996 
Sprague, et al., 2001 
2 • Develop a Behavior Expectation Matrix that describes what appropriate 
behaviors the students should display in the various settings of the 
building. The behavioral expectations should fall under the 3-5 School-
wide rules. Expectation Matrix should be displayed in all locations of the 
school building (i.e., classrooms, hallways, bathrooms, cafeteria, 
playground, main office, auditorium, etc.). The students should be directly 
taught the expected behaviors for each location. 
Sugai & Horner, 2009 
3 • A school-wide system of reinforcement should be developed to encourage 
students to engage in appropriate behaviors. The school-wide 
reinforcement program should allow all building staff to randomly “catch 
students being good.” All reinforcement should incorporate a verbal praise 
and tangible reward component. Students should have the opportunity to 
receive reinforcement for appropriate behaviors on a daily, weekly, 
monthly, quarterly, and yearly basis. 
Austin & Soeda, 2008 
Dixon & Tibbetts, 2009 
Sprague, et al., 2001  
Taylor-Greene, et al., 1997 
4 • All behavioral infractions should have a written description to ensure that 
all staff are able to consistently identify problem behaviors. 
Bradshaw, et al., 2008 
McKevitt & Braaksma, 2008 
Madsen, et al., 1968 
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5 • A flowchart should be developed that identifies the procedures for 
responding to misbehaviors, including repeated infractions. 
Bradshaw, et al., 2008 
Madsen, et al., 1968 
Scott, Alter, Rosenberg, & 
Borgmeier, 2010 
6 • Behavioral infractions should be described in a manner in which all staff 
can consistently identify which infractions should be handled by the staff 
and those that should be handled immediately by an administrator. 
Bradshaw, et al., 2008 
McKevitt & Braaksma, 2008 
Madsen, et al., 1968 
Scott, et al., 2010 
7 • Teach staff how to respond to “minor” behavioral infractions in the 
classroom that will reduce the likelihood of escalation of behaviors that 
will impede students’ ability to learn in the classroom. Specific procedures 
on how to report “major” infractions and transport the student to the office 
should be taught to staff. 
Bradshaw, et al., 2008 
Madsen, et al., 1968 
Scott, Alter, Rosenberg, & 
Borgmeier, 2010 
8 • Develop and publish procedures for responding to emergency situations. 
Train entire staff using scenarios in which they have to practice the 
appropriate response procedures. 
Sugai, Horner, & Todd, 2003 
9 • Develop a team that is representative of the staff. The purpose of the team 
is to implement and monitor positive behavior supports. 
Lewis & Sugai, 1999 
Sugai & Horner, 2002 
10 • PBIS administrator must be completely available during monthly PBS 
meetings and training activities (i.e., physically present at entire meeting, 
actively engaging in the team’s roles and activities, etc..) 
Gottfredson,  Gottfredson, & Hybl, 
1993 
Sugai & Horner, 2009 
11 • Inform staff of data collection procedures and system currently utilized by 
the school. Provide monthly progress reports to entire staff to demonstrate 
how the data is utilized for problem solving and progress monitoring of 
current positive behavior supports. 
McKevitt & Braaksma, 2008 
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12 • PBIS team analyzes patterns of referrals as categorized by “Average 
Referrals per Day per Data Period,” “Infraction/Problem Behavior,” 
“Location,” “Time of Day,” and “Students with 1 or more Major referrals” 
at each meeting to problem solve how to improve positive behavior 
support. 
Sugai & Horner, 2009 
13 • School provides written documentation of the school-wide rules and 
expected behaviors in the student handbook. The rules/expectations and 
PBIS program should be discussed at all school functions that families 
attend. 
 Lewis, 2009 
14 • Extra training sessions to practice expected behaviors should be provided 
to students throughout the academic year. Planning booster sessions for 
times of the year that historically have higher rates of discipline referrals 
(e.g.., After Spring Break) to prevent spikes in referrals will be 
advantageous. Additional booster sessions should be conducted when 
discipline data indicates an increase in referral rates. 
 Sugai, Horner, & Todd, 2003 
15 • Annual budget planning should allot monies to sustain the PBIS program 
at the school. 
Sugai, Horner, Lewis-Palmer, & 
Todd, 2005 
16 • All staff (including support teachers, paraprofessionals, office staff, 
custodians, etc..) should be trained to respond to appropriate and 
inappropriate behaviors according to the school’s PBIS program. All staff 
should be responsible for providing rewards to students for good behavior 
and reporting any behavioral infractions with appropriate referral form 
and procedures. 
 Lewis & Sugai, 1999 
17 • District-level PBIS liaison should provide activities to the entire staff that 
train and reinforce the PBIS program. The PBIS team should provide 
monthly updates regarding discipline data and PBIS activities to the 
district-level liaison. 




18 • Provide annual reports to the district-level liaison regarding the status of 
the PBIS program at the school. Inform staff that updates are provided to 
the district regarding the PBIS program. 





Evidence Base for SET Report Recommendations 
SET 
Item 
Recommendation(s) Evidence Base 
A1 • Involve staff in developing brief, positively stated rules that will apply to all 
locations of the school building. Rules should be selected based on a consensus of 
the group. 
• Have rules describe what students should do rather than what they should not do. 
• All rules and procedures at the school should align with the school-wide rules.  
• Further define how students are expected to behave using the Expectation Matrix. 
Make sure that the rules listed are the school-wide rules with specific expectations 
listed for the various building locations. 
• Ensure that teachers have aligned their classroom rules with the school-wide rules. 
Specifics regarding rules should be provided in the behavior expectations for the 
classroom. 
Buluc, 2006 
Madsen, et al. 1968 
Nelson, Martella, & Galand, 
1998 
Nelson, 1996 
Sugai, et al. 2005 
A2 • Create posters listing the 3-5 school rules. 
• Rules should be posted in classrooms, main office, hallways, 
gymnasium/auditorium, cafeteria, computer lab, library, etc. 
• Make sure that posted rules do not compete with each other (e.g., posting school-
wide rules and hallway rules next to each other). The specifics procedures for the 
hallway should be listed as Hallway expectations that fall under the school-wide 
rules. 
• Make sure posted rules are visible, appealing, and large enough to be read. 
Madsen, et al., 1968 
Nelson, Martella, & Galand, 
1998 
Nelson, 1996 
Sprague, et al., 2001 
B1 • Develop lesson plans that teach examples and non-examples of the behavioral 
expectations. 
• Include written lesson plans in PBIS documents. 
• Provide opportunities for students to practice the behavioral expectations 
throughout the locations of the building. 
Kartub, Taylor-Greene, 
March, & Horner, 2000 
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B2 • Involve all staff (including paraprofessionals, cafeteria workers, safety officers, 
office staff, etc.) in the teaching of school-wide rules and behavioral expectations. 
• Provide training to staff on how to teach school-wide rules and expectations. 
Sprague, et al., 2001 
Wheatley, et al., 2009 
B3 • Provide training to entire school staff prior to the return of students on the 
rationale and procedures for school-wide positive behavior support. Review PBIS 
procedures throughout the year at staff meetings. 
Bradshaw, et al., 2008 
Taylor-Greene,  et al., 1997 
B4 • Make sure that rules are easy to remember. 
• Review rules with students on a daily basis. 
• Provide booster sessions to retrain or reinforce the teaching of the school-wide 
rules and expectations throughout the academic year. 
• Develop opportunities among the grades to demonstrate understanding of the rules 
(e.g., skits, posters, essay contests, chants, songs). 
• Develop a name for the school-wide rules (e.g., “The Three Bee's”) to help 
students remember the school-wide rules. 
Madsen, Becker, & Thomas, 
1968 
Nelson, Martella, & Galand, 
1998 
Rosenberg, 1986 
B5 • Make sure that rules are easy to remember. 
• Stress the importance for all staff to know the rules. 
• Have entire staff participate in the development and posting of the school-wide 
rules and behavior expectations. 
Bradshaw, et al., 2008 
Buluc, 2006 
Madsen, Becker, & Thomas, 
1968 
 
C1 • Reinforcement program description should include all of the logistics necessary 
for maintaining the reinforcement program throughout the school year. 
• Make sure that school-wide reinforcement program is in place prior to the students 
beginning the school year.  
• Develop a “catchy” name for the school-wide reinforcement program (e.g., 
“Caught Being Good” or “DHS 200 Club”). 
• Include written description of School-wide reinforcement program in PBIS 
materials. 
Scott, White, Algozzine, & 
Algozzine, 2009 
Taylor-Greene, et al., 1997 
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C2 • Train all staff to randomly reinforce students for engaging in expected behaviors. 
Reinforcement should not be available only for the “good kids” or the “trouble 
students.” 
• Provide training to students on what the school-wide reinforcement program is 
called and how they can earn reinforcement for engaging in expected behaviors. 
• Make sure students know the name of the school-wide reinforcement program. 
• Reinforcement of students should be occurring on a daily, weekly, monthly, 
quarterly, and yearly basis. If students have to wait too long to collect their 
reinforcement, they are less likely to make the connection between the reward and 
their good behavior.  
• Develop a recording system to document the names of students who have earned 
the school-wide reinforcement.  
• Always pair verbal praise describing the appropriate behavior when delivering a 
tangible reinforcer to a student. 
Austin & Soeda, 2008 
Dixon & Tibbetts, 2009 
Taylor-Greene, et al., 1997 
C3 • Develop a school-wide reinforcement program in which all staff have the 
opportunity to reinforce students on a daily basis.  
• Train the staff on the importance of reinforcing expected behaviors. 
• Allow staff to be responsible for recruiting and delivering incentives to students. 
Sprague, et al., 2001  
Taylor-Greene, et al., 1997 
D1 • Develop procedures and train all staff on how to document and report behavioral 
violations. 
• Provide specific definitions and examples of behavior violations to ensure 
consistency in reporting. 
Bradshaw, et al., 2008 
McKevitt & Braaksma, 2008 
D2 • Train staff on which behaviors are “major” and must be sent directly to the office 
versus “minor” behaviors that can be handled in the setting they occur. 
• Develop a response flowchart to identify the procedures for responding to minor 
and major behaviors. 
• Include procedure in flowchart regarding the response to recurring behavioral 
violations. 
• Provide staff with examples of how to consequent “minor” behavioral violations. 
Bradshaw, et al., 2008 
Madsen, Becker, & Thomas, 
1968 




• Include written definition of behavioral violations and flowchart in PBIS materials. 
D3 • Ensure that crisis plan is immediately available in all locations of the school 
building including the classrooms, main office, gymnasium/auditorium, cafeteria, 
computer lab, and library. 
Horner et al., 2004 
D4 • Train all support staff on emergency procedures. 
• If the school has a code word to notify the staff of the need to “lockdown” the 
building, make sure that everyone knows the code word and it is easy to 
remember. 
Horner et al., 2004 
E1 • Make sure all relevant information is on office referral forms. Sugai & Horner, 2009 
E2 • Identify the district’s discipline data collection system. Attend trainings on how to 
use the system (if necessary). 
Sugai & Horner, 2009 
E3 • Include time for data reporting during scheduled staff professional development 
days. 
Sugai & Horner, 2009 
E4 • Incorporate data analysis review into every PBIS team meetings. Taylor-Greene, et al., 1997 
F1 • Develop goals that incorporate positive behavior supports, school climate and/or 
attendance. 
Sugai, Horner, Lewis-
Palmer, & Todd, 2005 
F2 • Identify PBIS team members at staff trainings.  Horner et al., 2004 
F3 • Allow opportunities for different staff members to join the PBIS team each year 
while maintaining the core team. 




F4 • Develop a list of team members with the team leader identified. 
• Ensure that team has nominated the team leader by consensus. 
Sugai, Horner, Lewis-
Palmer, & Todd, 2005 
F5 • PBIS administrator must be completely available during monthly PBS meetings 
and training activities (i.e., physically present at entire meeting, actively engaging 
in the team’s roles and activities, etc.) 
Gottfredson, Gottfredson, & 
Hybl, 1993 
Sugai & Horner, 2009 
F6 • Develop an annual PBIS calendar that includes dates for monthly meetings, 
training activities, data reports, assessments, etc. 
 Lewis & Sugai, 1999 
F7 • Plan opportunities to share discipline data with entire staff at faculty meetings 
and/or professional development activities. 
• Develop reporting format that is easy present and explain to all staff. 
• Display data in staff work room with brief explanations. 
• Celebrate successes related to school-wide discipline. 
 McKevitt & Braaksma, 
2008 
F8 • Develop annual action plan based on assessment, referrals, academic, and 
attendance data with measurable goals and realistic timelines. Review status of 
action plan at each PBIS meeting.  
• Include written annual action plan in PBIS materials (e.g., staff handbook, school 
discipline plan, etc.). 
 Lewis & Sugai, 1999 
G1 • Review school’s budget for any monies allocated to improving students’ behavior, 
attendance, and/or school climate that can be utilized to maintain the PBIS 
program. 
• Work with district PBIS liaison to identify funding that may be available to 
support the school’s PBIS program. 
Sugai, Horner, Lewis-
Palmer, & Todd, 2005 
G2 • Contact district to determine appropriate liaison to support the school’s efforts with 
PBIS. 
• Invite district liaison to attend/participate in monthly PBIS meetings, training 
activities, and assessments. 
Nersesian, Todd, Lehmann, 





Subscales of SET and EBSSAS Measuring Key Features of SWPBIS 
SWPBIS 
Feature 
SET Item EBSSAS Items 
Expectations 
Defined 
A1. Is there documentation that staff has agreed to 5 or 
      fewer positively stated school rules/ behavioral  
      expectations? 
A2. Are the agreed upon rules & expectations publicly 
       posted in 8 of 10 locations? (See interview &  
       observation form for selection of locations).  
 1.  A small number (e.g., 3-5) of positively &  
      clearly stated student expectations or rules are  





B1. Is there a documented system for teaching behavioral  
       expectations to students on an annual basis?                                       
B2. Do 90% of the staff asked state that teaching of 
       behavioral expectations to students has occurred this  
       year?                      
B3. Do 90% of team members asked state that the school- 
      wide program has been taught/reviewed with staff on  
      an annual basis? 
B4. Can at least 70% of 15 or more students state 67% of  
       the school rules?  
B5. Can 90% or more of the staff asked list 67% of the  
      school rules?  
2.   Expected student behaviors are taught  
directly.
16. All staff are involved directly and/or  





Behavioral     
Expectations 
 
C1. Is there a documented system for rewarding student 
      behavior?                                                                                      
C2. Do 50% or more students asked indicate they have  
       received a reward (other than verbal praise) for  
       expected behaviors over the past two months?   
C3.Do 90% of staff asked indicate they have delivered a  
      reward (other than verbal praise) to students for  











D1. Is there a documented system for dealing with and  
       reporting specific behavioral violations?                                       
D2. Do 90% of staff asked agree with administration on  
       what problems are office-managed and what  
       problems are classroom–managed?  
D3. Is the documented crisis plan for responding to  
       extreme dangerous situations posted in 6 of 7  
       locations?                 
D4. Do 90% of staff asked agree with administration on  
       the procedure for handling extreme emergencies  
       (stranger in building with a weapon)?                                                             
4.   Problem behaviors (failure to meet expected  
student behaviors) are defined clearly. 
5.   Consequences for problem behaviors are  
      defined clearly. 
6.   Distinctions between office v. classroom  
      managed problem behaviors are clear. 
7.   Options exist to allow classroom instruction  




E1. Does the discipline referral form list (a)  
      student/grade, (b) date, (c) time, (d) referring staff, 
      (e) problem behavior, (f) location, (g) persons  
      involved, (h) probable motivation, & (i)  
       administrative decision?      
E2. Can the administrator clearly define a system for  
      collecting & summarizing discipline referrals  
      (computer software, data entry time)?         
E3. Does the administrator report that the team provides  
      discipline data summary reports to the staff at least  
      three times/year? 
E4. Do 90% of team members asked report that discipline  
      data is used for making decisions in designing,  
      implementing, and revising school-wide effective  
      behavior support efforts?     
11. Data on problem behavior patterns are  
      collected and summarized within an on- 
      going system. 
12. Patterns of student problem behavior are  
      reported to teams and faculty for active  
      decision-making on a regular basis (e.g.  











F1. Does the school improvement plan list improving  
      behavior support systems as one of the top 3 school  
      improvement plan goals?  
F2. Can 90% of staff asked report that there is a school- 
      wide team established to address behavior support  
9.   A team exists for behavior support planning  
      & problem solving. 
10. School administrator is an active participant  




      systems in the school?  
F3. Does the administrator report that team membership  
      includes representation of all staff?  
F4. Can 90% of team members asked identify the team  
      leader?  
F5. Is the administrator an active member of the school- 
      wide behavior support team?                                                               
F6. Does the administrator report that team meetings  
      occur at least monthly?             
F7. Does the administrator report that the team reports  
      progress to the staff at least four times per year?                      
F8. Does the team have an action plan with specific goals  




G1. Does the school budget contain an allocated amount  
       of money for building and maintaining school-wide  
       behavioral support?  
G2. Can the administrator identify an out-of-school    
       liaison in the district or state?  
15.  School-wide behavior support team has a  
       Budget for (a) teaching students, (b) on- 
       going rewards, and  
      (c) annual staff planning. 
17. The school team has access to on-going  
      training and support from district personnel. 
18. The school is required by the district to  
       report on the social climate, discipline level  
       or student behavior at least annually. 
 
